ED ^f09 668 

AUTHOR' 
TITLE ^ 



INSTITOTION 

SPONS AGENCY. 
REPORT HO 
P^B DATE' 
CONTRACT 
NOTE 

EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



DOCraBBT RBSOftE 
95 



CS 002 081 



Sals, Diane K,; Hubbard, W« Donald 

"The Wisconsin Design for Readfing Skill Development": 
iStudy Skills'; A Report on the Type I Field Test, 
,1971-1973, «art 1 and 2. 

Wisconsin Oniv., Hadison. Research and Development 
Center fo'r Cognitive Learning, , ^ 

National Inst; of Education (DHEW) , Washington, D.C. 
HRdCCL-TE-3ai - 
Hay 75 x 
HEtC-OO-3-0065 , 

236p,; Report, fro'ta the Technical 'Services Section 
!5F-$0.76 flC-$12,05,PL0S POSTAGE 

GurriculUB Guides; *DevelopBental Reading; Elementary 
Grades; Field Studies} Individualized Ijistruction; 
♦Reading Instruction; Reading Research; *Peading , 
Skills;, *Study Skills 



ABSTRACT- 
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>te^chers, and children, and ^ 

• offering assistamce to educators and citizens 

which will help tr^nsfejp the outcomes of research ^ , 
cind developoient into practice 
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ABSTRACT 



\ . A field test of the preconnnercial version of the Study 'Skills 
• islem^nt of the Wisconsin Design ,for Reading Skill Develo|5ment y ^ 
developed at the Wisconsin Research and Development Center foV COg- 
tiitiVe Learning, was conducted in 22 schools from 1971 to 1973. 
^evfenteten of the schools were situated in rural to suburbcin loca- 
tions eurwi had prior reading achievement; at or above national norms, 
yive >rere located in atn inner-d:ity area and had prior reading 
/achievement beloy/ national norms. Half of the i^chopls had a multi- 
'^it Lorgsmization ,and half were organized on a» self-contained basis 
'The purposes of the field test were (1) to determine the effec 
tiveness of the program in terms of student achievement^ (2) to 
^cupaent the, degree to which recommended implementation prpcediires - 
were followed, (3) to determine the feasibility of the program for 
the elementary school, and (4^ to gather information useful for 
revisions. 

The results of the field test were as follpws: (1) Consistept 
improvement was shown by Study Skills students on program^ Embedded 
and standcurdized measures.^ In all analyses schools with prior 
reading achievement ^below national norms* showed greater improvement 
than Schools with prior reading achievement above national norms. 
(2) Overall implementation was adequate but less than eJcpected.^ 
Little relationship between adequacy of implementation and achieve- 
ment was observed. (3) The program was generally well accepted, 
with some reservations in all cases. Schools, with team orgemiza- 

*t^ion had the most positive outlook t^oward ,the program. (4) Foinna- 
tive findings indicated a need to reorganise and Streamline 
the program. ' - 

^ The field test demonstrated. that even with the many imperfec- 
tions of the precommercial version, the St^udy Skills program was a- 

'viable and effective addition to the e^ementcury school curriculum. 
Although it had some drawbacks in terms of demands .and priorities, 
teachers on the whole supported it becau3e students^ehjoyed it and 
because the framework, by identifying essential skills, helped 
organize and. evaluate instruction which in many cases was carried 
out previously On a^ 6asual basis, if at all. .1 ^ 
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INTRODtl^ION 



The Type I field test the. Study .Skills- element of the 
Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development ^ developed at the 
Wisconsin Research and Developi^ent Center for Cognitive Learning, 
tW^g concfuc.ted from 1971 to 1973 in 22 schools. This, f i^J« test • 
jrepiresents the second p^ase in a three-phase' developmental sequence 
fox each element of the Design . The first phase, the pilot test, 
involved an intensive interactive study of the prog'raaa'^ feasibility 
in three schools (Quilling &,Vfojtal, 1972)..' The Type I field test 
involved a greater nujoabe'r of schbols and minimal implementation 
assistance. The last phase, the iVpe II field test, was conducted 
in several hundred "schools which had nb interaction with the Center 
except for a three-day introductory workshop (Hubbard, 1975). 
Because of its scope Study Skills .was developed and field 
- ^tested in two tracks with the maps subarea and the graphs and tables' 
subarea preceding the reference siabarea by half a year. Subse- • 
quently the focus of the Type^ I fi'eld test was on the maps subarea^ 
and the^graphs and- tables subarea from Fall 1971 to Fall 1972*and 
on'^the reference sxabarea from Sprixig-^972 to Spring ^^73. " ^ 
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II 

OESCRIPTION OF THE- PROGRAM 



miRODUCTION yO THE yiSCgNSIN DESIGN 



study Skills beloiigs to the broader framework of the Wisconsin W 
Design /for Reg^ding Si^ll Deyeloj^ent * ' A brief introduction to th^ 
basic /6perati<Kis and ''components of the Design follows. A more 
comp/ete description m^. be. found in the Rationale cuid Guidelines 
(Ot^o & Askov, 1974). 

The Wisconsin Design is an objective-based system that provides 
both structure and seme suiJstcUice for aui elementcuy school reading 
program, k|.nd^garten through Grade 6. It represerits a ski 11- 
oriented approach to the teaching oJ reading and is based on'Jthe 
assumption that if children master essential subskills they will be 
successful readers^ A major purpose of the Design is to help teachers 
systematize and focus theirJMB^p^instruction• 

,The Design consists ojj^^^HE^jor operations: id9nti£icatipn 
of ^ills and objectives, '^HHP^nt of pupil mastery, organization 
of /instructional resources, ^d management^ of instruction euid* 
sessment according" to student need* A discussion of each of the 
peratio^s follows. \ 
Skills, and objectives . The framework of the Design is pro- 
vided by the ''Outline of Reading Skills," which is a^ scope and 
sequence description of essential reading skills for the elementeury 
school. The Skill3 are grouped into six main areas: Word 'At tack.. 
Comprehension, Study Skills, Self-Directed Reading, Interpretive 
Reading, and Creative Reading., Each area is' subdivided into levels^ 
Table 1 shows how these Ifevels correspond to gr^ade levels. ^ - 



TABLE 1 

SKILLS BY AREA AND BY TRADITIONAL GRADE LEVEL 



sKiir Area 



Grade 
2 3 



Word Attack 
^Goit$>rehensj^^ 
Study ^ilJ 
Self-Directed Reading 
Interpretive Reading 
Creative Reading 



A B C 
A. .B C 
ABC 



D 

D - E 
D E* 

D-E 

D-E 

D-E 



-F^ G 
F G 
F-G 
F-G 
F-G 



3 . 



0 



0 



An instructional objective has been developed for each skill in 
the outline and a terminal d^jective has been stated for the Word 
Attafck, Comprehension, and Study Skills elements. The instruc- 
tional objective for each skill prescribes or describes — depending 
on the type of objective — the expectations with regard to each . 
• specific skill. The terminal obpep^tive for an area sets expecta- 
tions as to outcome once -all of^the instructional objectives have 
been mastered. ' ^ 

Two types of instructional objecti^fres have been developed for 
the skill areas of the Dg*ign. There ^e behavioral, or prescrip- 
tive , objectives for th^Worti Attack, Qomprehension, and Study C 
Skills areas; and there are expressive, ojr descriptive , objec- 
tives for the Self-Diricted 7 Interpretive, .and Creative Reading 
areas. A behavibral opjecdlve identifies one behavior expected* of * 
all pupils in demons trJ^U.nrf mastery of the skill. The following 
is an example of a behavlt^i objective fox Study Skills (Level C) : 
"The child uses a key containing nonpictorial symbols (e.g., lines, 
dots) to derive information frb» maps." The expressive, objectives 
in the Self-Directed, Interpretive, and Creative Readjiig ^raas on 
the Qther hand are descriptive statements which allow for individual 
reactions frqfli each pupil. The following is an example of a descrip- ' 
tive objective for -Self-Directed Reading (Le^^el F-G) : "identifies 
with. characters' emotipnal reactions." 

Assessment . Criterion-referenced Assessment devices- have been 
developed for all of the behavioral objectives of the Design — the 
objectives for Word Attack, Comprehension, and Study Skills. Formal 
assessment is made with performemce tests and the Wisconsin Tests 
of Reading gkij.1 Development . The performance tests require both 
oral and motor rjesponses- and are developed only for those skills 
-that cannot be measured with a group test* The Wisconsin Tests 
are paper-and-pencil tests which can be ^roup-adfliinistered and 
scored either by hand or by computer. They are available in either 
booklett format- (fpr all the objectives at a given level) or in 
single-sheet format (for a single objective) . Typically, the 
booklets are used for break- in tes'ting to find individuals'*- initial ^ 
instructional. levels; the single-sheet tests are used after s)d.ll 
instruction to assess individuals' attainment of criterion, per- ^ 
formance. ✓ 

Informal assessment exercise? are al^o available for word 
Attack skills only and serve as supplements to the formal tests^ 
for the eJqpressive objectives in the Self-Directed, Interpretive; 
and Cfeative Reading areas, guidelines are provided for systematic 
exposures of all pupils to all of the skills.' 

Instructional resources ., Siftoe sufficient materials for teaching 
most the essential reading skills are already available, the ^ 
Design does *not include instrucrtional materials as-sQch. Rather, 
it includes 'a component called the teacher's resource file, which 
is a means for organizing existing materials and 'activities. 

There is a teacher's resource file for each skill area with 
behavioral objectives — Word Attack, Comprehension, and St udy^ Skills. 
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fJithin e^ch file, materials and activities are -identified an<3 or- 

anized Dj^bjectives. Teachers are expected to add whatever loca^ 
resources they judge to be relevant tC> the objectives and to the 
needs of their pupils. / ' 

A single teacher's resource file is available^ for th6 Self-- " 
Directed, Jnterpretive,, and Creative Reading, areas, similar ij» 
organization to the other files, the main difference being that 
tbe material related to each skill, is organized to provide breadth ^ 
of exposure rather than mastery of prescribed criterion behav^r.. , 

/ Management . Jhree, comjxjnents of the Design are directed'- at 
p^pviding assistance with its management and implementation. The 
fetionale and Guidelines, which covers all six skill areas of the 
Design , provides a rationale for the development of the Design 
and guidelines for its impf^nentation. Separate teacher ' Sr plannin^^ ^ 
guides &e available f6r Word Attack, Comprehension, and Study 
Skills, With one guide for Self-Directed, Interpretive,^ and Creative 
Reading. The planning guides include the specific information 
teachers need to implement an objective-based approach to each 
skill area., 

A fin^l management component is the profile card. Separate 
profile cards are provided for Word Attack, Comprehension,- and 
Study Skills for keeping a current record of each pupil's skill 
attainment status. When current, the profile card supplies infor-. 
mation as to which behc^vioral objectives a child h^s and hfia not 
mastered. The one card for Self-Directed, Interpretive, and Creative 
Reading is designed for reqprdihg the niamber of exposures a child has 
had to each of the descriptive objectives. . . 

The instructional management System of the Ifesign is consistent 
with the more comprehensive system of educational programs 'called 
Individually Guided Education (-IGE) tKlausmeier, Quilling, Sorenson, 
Way, & Glasrud, 1971). The IGE system is designed o'for the individual 
student in such a way that planned variations are made in what the 
student le^ms, the rate at which he learns it, and the way he learns it. 



BEHA\^IORAL OBJECTIVES OF THE FIELD TEST . 
VERSION OF STUDY SKILLS ^ ^ . 

The version of Study Skills which was used for the Type I field 
test was not the one which is currently available. Subsequent to 
trie field test niomerous revisions were made, although the* basic 
framework of the program was xintouched. The detail? in the program 
description which folloW|pertain to th,e version ^used for the field 
test A ^ ' \ ^ _ 



1 % . 

. A description of the final program may be found in Chapter 2 

of tlfe Teacher's Planning Guide: Study Skills , Minneapolis: National 

Computer Systems, 1973. . 




The Study Skills area consists of -three subareas: maps> graphs 
and tables, and reference skills. Within each of these subareas' are 
a number of strands,, or categories of related skills, th^t show se- 
quential relationships of objectives across levels of the program. 
The field test version included 33 map skills, 19 graphs and tables, 
skills, and 80 reference skills, a total of 132 skills. A state- 
ment of skills and objectives for the field test version is included 
in Appendix A. _ 

The follov^ing- is the terminal elective for Study Skills: * 

ir 

The student upon completion of the program will be able 
tb use study skills to locate and derive information from 
standard reference sources as well as from maps, graphs,^ 
and tables. By the time the student completes the Study 
Skills program, he should be independent in seeking and 
, using information from a variety of sources. Children 
of average cfr above average ability should attain this 
objective by the end of middle school. ' ' 

COMPONENTS OF THE FIELD TEST ^R^ION 
OF STUDY SKILLS 

The following materials were 'ut^ilized during^the field test: 

1* Rationale and Guidelines ±s^ a publication intended for central' 
office personnel r princi^ls, "reading specialists, and unit 
leade^rs. It includes an* introduction to the Design , an ex- 
planation of all components, general guidelines for imple- 
mentation, and an outline of skills and behavibral objectives. 

2. Teacher's Planning Guide; Study Skills , which is addressed 
primarily to teachers, focuses on specific aspects involved 
in implementing Study Skills. 

3. Teacher's Resource File; Study Skills has two components: 
a list 'of ceoBi^pcially avatilable materials and a set of 

, teacher-direct^ activities, both of which have been keyed 
to the specific objectives for Study Skills. 

4* Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development; Study Skills 
are paper-and-pencil, criterion- referenced tests with pri- 
marily a multiple-choice format. Specific paper-and-pencil 
tests were developed to mftsure each of the behavioral ob- 
jectives in' the graphs and tables subcurea, most of those in 
the map^ subarea, and cibout half of those in the reference 
subarea. For the remaining objectives criterion- referenced 
assessment was accomplished with individual performance tests 
or informal teacher observations. One form fbr th*e maps and 
graphs arid tables tests apd two forms few: the reference tests 
were available for pre- and posttesting. 
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5. Pupil -profile cards * present a complete list of .the study 
, skillsT and a m^fhs for recording pupils' skill ;oaa^tery and 

growth. They supply the infonnation on students needed for - 
I ' instructional planning. Because of the volume of skills 

^ the field test version included two cards: one listing all 

the skills from A-D/ cuid another listing those from D-G». 

An additional component of the program is a staff development 
package, including ^ludiovisual materials, which introduces the teacher 
to the program materials and processes of iii5>lementation. Because 
the package was not developed at the time the field test begem, con- 
tent outlines and sample materiarls served as the basis for oral presen-r^ 
tations dliring the inservice workshops. Thus an incomplete but sub- 
stcuitial inservice was provided for the field test. 
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THE FIELD. TEST PROCEDURE 



THE FIELD TEST POPULATION. ' . 

The Center initially contacted 100 schools as possible partici- 
pants in the Type I field test. Schools in a variety of locales were • 
contacted in an effort to field test the Design under many different 
j^opditions. The goal was to include schools , serving populations of 
varying achievement and socio-economic characteristics such as rural 
schools f suburban schools, and small city schools. A number of 
sch&ols for which median performance was below national "norms on 
standardized tests were sought as were a number for which typical 
achievements were average or better. ^Median performance for one or 
more years prior to 1970-71 on reading tests administered by the 
schpols as part of their own internal testing programs was exantined 
in reference to published norms for those tests where available. A 
final area of interest was the organization of the school. Because 
the Design is compatible with IGE and therefore its instruction man- 
agement procedures should be easy to implement in the multiunit or 

^team teaching situation, a number of schools organized to ilhplement 
IGE were sought. Twenty -»^wo volunteering schools were chosen to 
participate in the fi^ld test. All of the 22 schools had partici- 

^pated in the field test of Word Attack in the 1970-72 school years. 

j;Table' 2 shows the' distribution of types of schools' according to the 
characteristics discussed above. See Appendix B for "a descrit^tion 

of the individual schools. 

Seventeen schools had prior reading achievement levels at or 
above national norms for the tests generally used in those schools. 
Twelve of these served rural or small city populations in Wisconsin, 
while the remaining five were suburban , schools in the Denver, Colorado 
metropolitan area. The community's firtancial resources 'and the 
support given the latter fiv^ schools were well above average. Of 
the 17, 13 were implementing IGE to varying degrees and foiar were 
more traditionally organized. 

Five of the remaining schools were located in a single geo- 
graphical cluster io^the inner-city area of Milwaukee, Wisconsin. 

*-M^ian reading performance for these schools was well below national * 
norms prior to the field test. One of these schools was implementing 
IGE, and all the others had self-Qontained cleissrooms^ 

A Memorandum of Agreement (Appendix C) was signed by the Center* 
and all field test schools at the outset of each field test yec^. 
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OBJECTIVES OF XHE TYPE I FIELD TEST /, ^ • 

/' 

The objectives of the field test were as follows: 

1. To detemine whether students who partici^ate(4 in the program 
showed greater achievement in. study skills thkn students wfio 
did not, as indicated by program- eriibedded criterion-referenced 
tests and by nom- referenced stemdardized tests. 

2. To docxament the degree to'vhich the reconmerided impl«nentation 
procedures were followed. I 

3. To determine tlje feasibility of the progranjl from the points 
of .view of acceptability, ease of scheduling, , cost /and kin- 
dergarten applicability. ^ ' 4 ' 

4. To gather formative feedback on all components of the pro- 
gram as a basis for recommending program revisions. 



INSTRUMENTATION - • , 

Specific instruments were associated with each objective of the 
field test. Copies of instruments des'igned to measure objectives 
2, 3, and 4 are locat^ in Appendix D. . 

• C^jective 1; comparative achievement . Two types of instruments 
were used to determine whether implementation of the program enhanced 
•student achievement in study skills: ^(1) several of the Wisconsin 
T^^ts were selected to measure mastery of behavioral objectives at 
various gra?3e levels; (2) standardized tests— t>ie Iowa Tests of Basic 
Skills and the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills—were used to pro- 
.vide a program- independent index of achievement. 

Objective 2: implementation characteristics . Data relative to 
the implementation of the program were gathered primarily through 
personal interviews with staff members. Informal conversations and 
questionnaires provided some additional infor3&tion. 

. Objective 3: program feasibility . Information regarding utili- 
zation practices and attitudes fr>ward the program Vas gathered via 
interview guides used with teachers, principals, and central office 
personnel. Conment .cards, which were oMpleted periodically by 
teachers and mailed to the Center, provided much information on the 
usability of specific materials. Cost analyses of the field test 
version of the program are "based on invoices and end-of-year inven- 
tories in conjunction with information taken from the monitoring 
interviews. The r\ature of the revisions was taken into account in 
estimating future costs of the materials. 

Objective 4; revisions recommendations . The testing program 
for gathering baseline data for evaluation purposes was organized 
primarily to provide information concerning relative difficulty of 
selected skills within strands and levels of Study Skills. Formative 
feedback from teachers was gathered with the same instruments used 
for objectives 2 and -3. 



METHOD . • - 

Objective 1; comparative achievement . Data for assessing the 
students' mastery of program Objectives and their achievement on stan- 
dardized tests were gathered in follow-up testing sessions conducted 
in Fall 1972 for the maps subarea and the graphs and tables siabarea, 
and in I5pring'^1973 for the reference skills subarea. The Milwaukee 
schools conducted an additional 'follow- up testing session in Fall 1973. 
See Figure 1' for a calendar of the evaluation testing, Follbw-up 
.data were compared to a set of baseline data gathered at the sameytime 
the previous y%ar from students in' the field test schools whc^ hS*-fiot 



1971 



September 
Oc tober 
November 
December 



Staff inservice, Madison 

Maps, Graphs and Tables Evaluation 1: Baseline 
Maps, Graphs and Tables Break- in Testing 



January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

1972 June 

{Summer vacation) 

September 

October 

November 

Decembe^ 

January 

February 

March ' 

April 

May 

1973 June 

(Summer varf'ation) 
September 
October 
November 



Reference Skills Evaluation 1: Baseline 



Reference Skills Break-in Testing 

Maps, Graphs and Tables Evaluation 2: Follow-up 

V 



Reference Skills Evaluation 2: Follow-up 



Maps, Graphs and Tables (Reference) Evaluation 3: 
Follow-up (Milwaukee only) 



December 

Figure 1. Schedule for evaluation /testing. 



participated in the Study Skills Program. Thus, for escample, the effects 
of one year's iii5)leii»entation ,of maps skills in Grade 2 might be in- 
ferred, through a crops-sectiojial comparison of the perfofmance of second 
graders who had been in the program' one year in 1972 with the performance 
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of ^ecbnd graders who had not been exposed to the program in 1971. This 
type? of cOTiparison assumes the similarity of the two successive grades 
on all pertinent matters except the use of 'study s3U.lls. 
^ Objectives were sampled from eacj:i level of the subareas^^nd 

test sittings w^re organized to include either the tests of tT^ee 
Study Skills objectives or a subtest of ^ standardized achievement . 
t6st. Students were assigned in groups of 20 to 30 per test sitting; 
the groups were drawn randomly from the total class list of a particular 
grade level within a school. In smaller schools students wer^ occa- 
sionally assigned to more than one sitting because there were not 
enough students to form testing groups of the appropriate size.- In 
^ ^ ^ addition to the test sittings , each student participated in. break- in 

^ * testing sessions for placement in the program. These ^sessions were 

conducted .in December 1971 for maps and graphs and tables and in * 
* . September 1972 for reference s-kills. 

Administration of both types of instruments differed for the two< 
school types, that in which median stildent reading performance was 
below grade level and that in which median student reading performance 
was at or above grade level. For each group of students, tests were 
selected to meet the following criteria after- consultation with 
measurement specialists and directors oS^ testing: 

Y 1. Average pupil perfomance should be at a level at least 

somewhat above that attainable by chance. 

2. Average pupil performance should not be so high initially 
as to preclude improvement. 

3. The standardized tests selected, for evaluating the inrier- 
city students should be interpre table in terms of norms fof 

2'^ underachieving students. ^ 

■ 4. g^esign tests, should be usable for plac^ent purposes with 
? the particular student group and the teaching staff. Of ^ 
particular concern was the test format in cases where median 
pupil performcuice was below grade level. 

The field test design called for the same test sittings to be 
used in both the baseline testing and the follow-up testing. It was 
found in the baseline testing, however, that several of the Wisconsin^ 
"Tests had mastery levels too high to permit improvement. Subsequently, 
the test sittings were revised for the follow-up testing. Baseline 
and follow-up test sittings are listed in Appendix E. Table 3 con- 
fa. tains the nuiiber of Study Skills objectives assessed in each grade 
level for each subarea in schools of both levels of typical reading 
achievement. % . 

The Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills were selected 'f-or the 
— Milwaukee schools to meet the third criterion in particula^iT. A - 
problem resulted at Grades 3 and 4,' where the Study Skills/test In- 
cluded Items related to both map and reference skills, sinc^^ the^/ield 
test; design called for introduction and evaluation of map skills" 
^^^\>s^ semester prior to reference skills. The schedule fol: evaluat/ion 
testing in the Milwaukee schools was subsequently adjusted by ddciing 
an additional follow-iip testing session in order to account for ^ 
implementation of the complete program. 
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' TABLE 3 



NUMBER OF STUDY' SKILLS OBJECTIVES ' 
ASSESSED BY GRADE, SUBAREA, AND 
LEVEL OF TYPICAL READI/<G ACHIEVEMENT i 



i 

Schcx)ls with Lower Typical- 
Reading Achievement (N* = 5) 






Grade 




) 




1 


2 


3 


4 


' 5 


6 


^ Total 


Maps** 


0 


3 


2 


3 


4 


3 


* 

15 • 


© - Graphs and TeJales** 

u 


0 


2 


4 


3 


2 


6 


17 


^ Reference 
w 


. 3 


3 


3 


3 


\ 


7 


.23 


Total 


3 


- 8 


9 


9 


'10 


. 16 


55 






Schcx)ls with Higher Typical 
Reading Achievement (N = 1^) 






Grade 








1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


Total 


Maps 


0 


2 


2 


4 


2 


6 


16 


g Graphs and Ta^Dles 


0 


1 


O 


2 


A 


2 


9 


^3 Reference 


3 


3 


4 


4 


4 


7 


25 


Total 


3 


6 


6 


10 


Itt 


15 


. 50 



*N = nijnber of schools 
**£issessed in two follow-up sessions 
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^Figurte 2 shows the standardized tests that were used for each 
category ojf students according te grad^e., ^ 



Schools with Typically Lower Reading Achieveinent 



Subazjea 
M^ps 



Grades 3 and -4 
Grades 5 and 6 



Graphs and Tables 
Grades 5 and 6 



Reference 

Grades* 3 and 4 

i « Grades 5 and 6 



Conprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Form Q, - 
Level 1, Test 9 (Items 21-'30) — Study Skills 

Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Form Q, 
Level 2, Test 10 (Items "31-40 , 46- 50)~Using 
Graphic Material^ ** 



Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Form Q, 
Level 2, Test 10 (Items 21-30^ 41-45)— Using 
Graphic Materials . ' 



Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Form Q, 
Level 1, Test 9 (Items 1-20) --Study Skills 

Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Form Q, 
Level 2, Test 9 — Using Reference Materials 



Schools wjLth Typically Higher Reading Achievement 
^Subcirea 



M^ps 
i Grade- 3 

Grade 4 

Grade 5 

' drade 6 

raphs and Tables 
Grade 3 

Grade 4 



Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form- 6, Level 9, 
Test W-1 — Map Reading 

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6, Level 10, 
Test W-1 — Map Reading 

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6, Level 'll. 
Test W-1 — Map Reading 

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form -6, Level 12, 
Test W-1 — Map Reading ^ 



Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6, Level 9^ 
Test W-2 — Reading Graphs and Tables 

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills,' Form 6, Level 10, 
'Test W-2 — Reading Graphs and Tables 




(continued) 
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Graphs and Tables (continued) 



Grade 5 
Grade 6 ♦ 

Reference 
Grade 3 

Grade 4 

Grade .5 . 

Grade 6 



Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form' 6, Level^ll, 
Test W^2 — Reading Graphs and TcUDles 

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6,- Ifevel 12,. 
Test W-2 — Reading Graphs and Tables 



Iowa Tests .of Basic Skills, Form 6, Level 9, 
Test W-3 — Knowledge and Use of Reference Skills 

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6, Level '10, 
Test W-3 — Knowledge and Use of Reference Skills 

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, ForAi 6, Level 11, 
Test W-3 — Knowledge and Use of Reference Skills 

Iowa Tests of Bessie Skills, Form 6, Jjevel 12, 
Test W-3 — Knowledge and Us6 of Reference Skills 



Figure 2. Stcuidardized tests used .for the assessment of Objective 1, 
regarding comparative^eirformance of program and nonprogram 
students. 



The primary analysis involved distributions and comparison of mfeans. 
Both raw scores and the ^percentage of students who performed at an 80 
percent mastery level were used for assessment of comparative achievement 
on the Wisconsin Tests * For the standardized tests raw score^-were 
translated into percentiles ajid grade point equivalents before being 
cc»npared. 

Objective 2; ~ implementation characteristics . At the outset of 
the field test staff members^ of the participating schools. were presented 
with the following list of requisites for effective* implementation of 
the program: * ^ 

1. Attendance of at least one local leader selected by the school 
system, preferably a reading consulj^ant, at a training conference 
sponsored by th6 developer. 

* 2. ' T6tal staff involvement at all^ age/grade levels. 

3. Directed inservice and work sessions* Iiiservice sessions are 
designed, to train personnel so that they ha^e the knowledge 
necessary to inclement the program. Work sessions involving 
some or all teachers are essential for keying local materials 
and organizing for initial ixxstruction. Ongoing work sessions 
also provide* an opportunity to identify and solve instructional 
management problems as they are encountered. A single day of 
inservice may suffice for sta^f who have us^d the Word Attack 
^program. Intermediate level teachers and new staff, who have 
not used the Design before, will require at least one addi^ 
tioxial day of program orientation. 
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4. A variety of materials keyed to , the behavioral objectives. 

A wide variety of instructional materials should be available 
for' teaching skillfs at all levels so that the program has the 
flexibility necessary to meet a wide r^nge of individual pupil 
heeds. ^ . " 

,^5. Availability of Design materials according .to the following plan: 

Rationale and Guidelipes — 1 per Gilding 

Teacher's Planning Guide; Study Skills — 1 per teacher 

Teacher's Resource File: Study Skills — 1 per unit or 1 for 
every ^ur teaehet^^ 

Wisconsin Tests -of Reading Skill Development; Study Skills 

machine-^s cor able format — 1 of appropriate level for each 
0, child plus 20'percent mdre foy retesting 

* single-sheet format — a complete set of ditto masters for 
each building 

Pupil Profile Cards — 1 p^r pupil plus the number of new 
students projected annually. Notchers, skewers, and cor- 
* , rection t^pe are also needed. 

6. Booklet testing in ,at least Grades 2 to 6 at ^the outset of the 
program. 

7. Retesi:ing within four weeks at a higher or lower level for pupils 
who mastered aML or all but one skill or who mastered either 
zero or one skill at the , level first tested. , 

8. Testing of newly enrolled stud^ts witnin one mojjith after 
entering school. I 

9» At least two hours per week for skill instruction.^ * m 

10. Ad hoc skill grouping for periods of up to three weeks.'' 

11. Assessme'nt'^upon. completion of instruction a|5proximately every 
three veelcs.^ ' 

12. Record-keeping on^ a regular and current basfc. ' . • 

13. Monitoring of each child's skill development by a designated 
teacher. 

In addition, the ^desirability of integrating Study Skills with on- 
going instruction in social studies, language arts, science, ahd mathe- 
matics was es^ressed.. The jneans for accomplishing this otjpective were 
not made explicit initially since one ancillary purpose ,o^ the field . 
test was to identify apprbaches thajb schools experienced .with IGfi would 
develop. I ' ^ - - 

These requisites were later used by field test moijitors to 'evaluate 
the implementation of the program in the field. Monitoring visits were 
made to random samples of .5 (without replacement) twice. each year by 
two different monitors. In addition, one monitoring visit to the 
enti-re population was conducted in Spring 1972. Thus each school was 
visited approximately three times during the course of the field test. . 
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The analysis pertaining tp implementation characteristics involved^ 
.the assignment of a weic^ting to each of the requisites in order to 
accoxint for two 'factors: the relative importance of the requi-site for 
effective in^Jlementation and the reliability of the information that 
was available to make the^ rating. - . 

The following rating scheme was used: 

1 « little or ho attempt to meet requisite, i.e., no conditions 

mentioned, under requisite were met • / ^ 

2 = ^ess t^hcui Adequate attenypt to meet'jrequisite, i.e., some 

conditions were met ' 

3 = adequate but less than expected fiittenqpt to meet requisite,* 

i.e., most conditions wer'e met 

^ 4 = expected lev^ of meeting requisite, i.e., all conditions 
were met 

5 = more than eacpected effort to meet requisite, i.e., all 
conditions mentioned were 'met ^nd additional school- 
generated conditions were met 

^ The con5>cu:atiye performance of schools with the highest euid lowest 
mean ratings was cuialyfijed for evidence of a relationship between imple- 
mentation and achievement. 

(adjective 3; program feasibility . "Data relating to this objective 
were gathered during the monitoring visits mentioned above. Teachers, 
principals, and central office personnel were interviewed. An attempt 
was made* to interview teachers who represented a cross-section of views, 
teaching styles, and grades. Comment cards were distributed to all 
teachers at the outset of the progrcuoa to elicit detailed information on 
the usability of specific materials. ^ Informal conversations and phone ^ 
contact provided much supplementary information. 

Objective 4; revisions recommendations * All of the data gathered 
through the^ methods .described above were used for the formative purpose 
of specifying revisions for the commercial version of Study Skills. Also 
data' gathered from the break- in testing conducted in December 1971 and 
September 1972 were used. 

In addition to the analyses mentioned previously under objective 1, ^ 
item* analyses and test 4ntercorrelations were drawn and all teacher^ 
ccxnments and suggestions were compiled periodically. 

Table 4 contains a summary of toe data-gathering procedure. 
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IV - 
RESULTS 



OBJECTIVE 1; COMPARATIVE ACHIEVEMENT 
Program- Embedded Tests 



As a preliminary evaluation of the program's success as measured by the 
2esi2n tests, a tally was made of the students' relative performance on in- 
dividual skills by comparing the results from the baseline testing with 
.the follow-up testing which €ook place on& year later. For the actual 
mean scores by school, objective, and level of typical reading achievement 
see Appendices F through I. Table 5 contains the proportion of objectives 
for which the program students exceeded the nc5n-program students in terms 
of raw score units. These proportions are reported by grade, subarea, 
and typical reading achievement level. The totals are weightfed according' 
to the number of tests administered. 



TABLE 5 

PROPORTION OF OBJECTIVES FOR WHICH FOLLOW-UP STUDENTS 
EXCEEDED BASELINE STUDENT§ BY GRADE, .SUBAREA, 
AND LEVEL OF TYPICAL READING ACHIEVEMENT 



Schools with Lower Typical 



. Grade 



Reading Achievement (N* = 5) ' 


1 


2 


3 


'4 


5 - 


Jp 


^ Total** 


Maps ^ 


n. t. 


*** 2/3 


2/2 


3/3 


4/4 


3/3 


14/15 


S Graphs and Teibles 

u 

<d 


<>* 

n. t. 


2/2 


4/4 


3/3 


2/2 


,6/6 


• 

17/17 


Reference 

• 


3/3 


3/3 


2/2 


3/3 


3/4 


7/7 


21/23 


Total** 


3/3 


' 7/8 ^ 


8/9 


9/9 


9/10 


16/16 


52/55 


Schcx>ls with Higher Typical 
Reading Achievement (N = 17) 






Grade 








1 


2 


,3 


4 


5 


6i. 


To.tal 


Maps 


n. t. 


2/2 


a/2 


3/4 


2/2 


6/6 


13/16 


S Graphs and Tables 

S * * 


n. t. 


1/1 


n. t. 


2/2 


3/4 


0/2 


6/9 


3 Reference 
w 


2/3 


3/3 


1/4 


4/4 


4/4 


5/7 


19/25 


Total** 


2/3 


6/6 


■ 1/6 


9/10 


9/10 


11/15 


38/50 



*N = number of schools 
**weighted totals 
***n.t. » no tests 
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The totals in Table 5 show that the follow-up versus baseline dif- 
fer:ences were greater in the field test schools "with typically lower 
reading achievement. For all subareas and grades combined in thesfe schools 
fcllow-up students performed better than their baseline counterparts on 
52 of 55 (or 95 percent) of the objectives. For the schools with typically 
higher reading achievement positive differences favoring th^ follow-up ^ 
students occurred on 38 of 50 (or 76 perceipt) of the objectives. The 
exception's to this positive trend were in the third grade, maps and ref- 
erence subaxeas; and irt the sixth grade, graphs and tables subarea. 

As a refinement to the analysis, the difference between, the two 
sets of scores was studied. The differences were calculated as percentages 
of the total number of items for each test because the number of items 
per^ test varied from lO-^to' 24^ For example, a follow-up mean of 16.5 
exceeds a baseline mean of 12.5 by 20 percent if there are a total of 
20 items on the test. Table 6 contains the mean percentage differences 
between the baseline data and the follow-uf) data. 

TABLE «i 

MEAN DIFFERENCES* BETWEElf BASELINE MEAN SCORES 
AND FOLLQW-UP MEAN SCORES J3Y GRADE, SUBAREA,^ 
AND LEVEL OF TYPICAL REAOfNG PERFORMANCE 



ade 



Schools with ibwer Typical 
Reading Achievement (N** = 5) 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


Total*** 


Maps 


— Jt- 


8.1 


11.4 


3.2 


' 8.2 


5.0 


6.9 


• 

S Graphs and Tables * 
u 




9.3 


10.5 


7.0 


6.0 


6,. 8 


7.8 


•§ Reference 


3.5 


9.4 


3.7 


7.0 


6.0 


5.0 


5.6 


Total*** 


3.5 


8.9 


8.5 


5.8 


6.9 


5.6 


6.7 

^ — 



Schools with Higher Typical 
Reading Achievement (N = 17) 



1 • 



Grade 



4 5 



Total 



ns 
u 



Maps] 

Graphs and' 'Tables 



, . Refeirence 
Total*** 



1.1 
1.1 



5.0 -.8 
2.0 

1.7 -i.o 

2.8 -a.o 



3.6 
5.2 
3.9 
4.1 



1.3 
5.0 
3.5 
3.7 



3.7 
-2.3 
2.4 
2.3 



3.0 
2.9 
1.9 
2.5 



*coin(posite' 6f percentages of total items per test 
Q **N =N number of schools 
gj^l^" ***wejighted totals ^ 
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Follow*-up program students from schools with, typically lower reading 
achievement performed better than baseline students by an average -of 6.7 
percent of the test items. In all con^arisons for this set of schools 
the program students did betfter than the baseline students by amounts 
that^ranged from 3,2 percent to 11.4 percent. The more favorable coip- 
parisons were in the second grade euid in the graphs and tables subarea. 

Program students -from schools with typically higher reading achieve- 
ment p^formed better than baseline students on 12 of the 15 comparisons 
with an>pverall mean difference oJ 2,5 percent of the items for each 
test, ^e amount of difference between follow-up euid baiseline student 
achievement in this set of schools ranged from^-2l3 percent to 5.2 percent. 
^ Considering t^^at the number of test items for each test range 

from 10 to 24 and the mean raw scores range from 5 to 20, a difference 
of 6.7 percent r for example , may indicate a mean difference of one 
or pcirt of one item per test. "Though the increases shown in Table 6, 
are not substantial, they are so consistently attained for all the 
grades ahd subareas for both levels of typical reading acl;iievement 
that a univariate emalysis of variancfe found them to be not a result 
of rcuidom effects. ^ ^ 

Table 7 shows the results of the analysis of varismce fox both 
types of schools. *The design included one between-subjects variable, 
grade, and one wi thin-subjects variable, time of test administration. 
The unit of observation is a school. The mqst important outcome- was 
that the multivariate F ratios were statistically significcmt (p < .0001) • 
for the main effect of time of t'est administration* It is also to be 
.noted that there was a significant ^rade main effect (p < -0033). 

A final analysis ^of results on the program- embedded tests was a 
comparison of baseline and follow-up mastery of the specific objectives 
tested. Table 8 shows the mean differences between the two test 
sittings in terms of percentages of students mastering each .objective. 
To master an objective the student had to meet the criterion of answering 
80 percent or more of the test items correctly. 

In schools with typically lower reading achievement the percentage 
of students mastering objectives was 10,3 percent greater for the follow- 
up students. In schools with typically higher reading achievement an 
overall improvement of 5,1 percent took place. For both groups of 
schools follow-up vetsus baseline mastery- differences were smallest in 
the reference subarea. 

In each analysis the program students with lower reading Achieve- 
ment levels performed better than their comparison group to a greater 
degree than did the program students with the higher reading achieve- 
ment levels. This may be due in part to the fact that the first set 
of schools had 10 to 15 percent more room for growth than did the 
second set of schools. Baseline test results for the first set of 
schools showed a mean of 63.9 percent correct responses and 38.3 
percent students mastering objectives. For the second set of schools 
74.4 percent of the total responses were correct and 53.1 percent of • 
the students mastered objectives tested. 
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TABL-^ 7 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANC^HOWING STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCES ^ 
OF MAIN EFFECTS OF TIME OF TEST ADMINISTRATION AND GRADE 
ON PROGRAM-EMBEDDED TEST RESULTS 

















Source 


df 


MS 






P 


Schools with Typically Low 












Reading Achievement 












Between 












grade 


' 5 


126.8709 


4. 


8794 


.0033 


error ^ 


24 


26.0013 








Within 










» 


time of test administratic^ 


1 


656.5718 


35. 


3532 


.0CX)1 


grade x time 


5 


\Z SSQ\ 


0. 


5158 




%^ error 


24 


18.5717 









Schools with Typically High 
Reading Achievement 

Between 

grade 5 

eifror 95 
Within 

time of test administration 1 

^ grade x time / 5 

error- 95 



t 

684.1717 21.5121 .0001 
31.8040 

222.99 16.5175 .0001 

27.9705 2.0718 .076 

13.5002 
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TABLE 8 

MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN BASELINE AND FOLLOW-UP SCORES IN TERMS OF 
PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN/nAINING MASTERY STATUS ON PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 
BY GRADE; SUBAREA^,"]}^ LEVEL t)F TYPICAL READING PERPINmANCE 



Schools with Lower Typical 



Grade 



Reading Achievement 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


Total* 


Naps 




13.1 


17.4 


2.3 


12.6 


8.8 


10.5 


g Graphs and Tables 




17.0 


17.8 


12.9 


4.8 


9.8 


12.5 


J Reference 


3.9 


13.2 


9.3 


16.0 


6.5 


6,0 


8.5 


Total* 


3.9 


14.1 


14,9 


10.4 


8.6 


8.0 


10.3 



Schools with Higher Typical 
Reading Achiev^ent T" 



Grade 



Total 





Maps 




11.8 


-2.5 


9.2 


3.0 


6.5 


• 

6.3 


>area 


Graphs and Tables 


» 


5.2 




10.5 


9.3 


-1.9 


6.6 




Reference 


2.2 


3.1 


-1.1 


6.0 


5.7 


M.8 


3.7 




Total 


2.2 


6.4 


-1.6 


8.2 


6.6 


4.6 


5.1 



•weighted mean 



Stamdardized Tests 

Since the standardized tests used for the two types of schools 
have different content and scoring characteristics, and since they 
were. administered in different tim^ sequences, their results are treated 
separately. 



26 



Schools witt^ typically low reading achievement . The schedule for 
administration of the Study Skills subtests of the Comprehensive Tests 
of Basic Skills to schools with typically low reading achievement is^ 
shown in Table 9. Although reference skills was introduced to Grades 
3 and 4 a s.emester later than the other subeureas, it was evaluation- 
tested along with maps skills because both types of items belonged to 
the single test. The baseline of November 1971 measured the achievement 
of Grades 3 and 4 Immediately prior to implementation of maps and graphs 
and tables skills and one semester prior to the introduction of reference 
skills, l^ie first follow-up measured the effect of a year's imple- 
mentation of maps skills and a brief exposure to reference skills. ^ 
The second follow-up measured the effect of two school years' imple- 
mentation of maps skills and one year, two months' implementation of 
reference skills. No items on graphs an^ tables were on the ttet; 
therefore* graphs and tables -efchievement was not directly measured at 
these grade Levels for . these Schools . 

Profiles showing con^arative achievement on standardized tests 
for Grades 3 and 4 in ^e schools with typically low reading achieve- 
ment are shown in Figure 3. Detailed results by school are located 
in Appendices J and K. 

Grade 3 showed dramatic improvement by the first follow-up, 
meeting its grade equivalent of 3.2 for national norms/ Some decrease 
was shown by the second follow-up. Overall gains for Grade 3 were 
.6 grade equivalent points and 19 percentile points. Grade 4 showed 
steady improvement with an overall gain of .4 graSe equivalent points 
and 13 percentile points. _ 

^ TABLE 9 

STANDARDIZED TESTING SCHEDULE IN SCHOOLS - 
WITH TYPICALLY LOW READING ACHIEVEMENT 





Evaluation Schedule 


Grade 


J^areas Tested ^ 


Baseline 11/71 >^ 


3, 4 


Ir 

Maps, Re*ference Skills 


1st Follow-up 11/72 


> s.e 




2ftd Follow-up 7/73 J 




^Maps, Graphs and Tables 


Baseline' 5/72 . ^ 




> 

Reference Skills * 


Follow-up 11/73 J 







G?ADB 3 
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Grade 
Equivalents 



Baseline 
11/71 



?-3 

1st Follow-up ^ 
2^ 



11/72 
2nd Follo%#-up 



11/73 



GRADE 4 



c 



c 

o 
u 

o 



99* 

99 
98 

95 

90 

80 
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20 

10 

5 

2 
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□ 



Baseline 
11/71 

1st Follow-up 
11/72 

2nd Follow-up 
11/73 



Grade 
Equivalents 

3.2 ' 



3.3 • 



3.6 
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Figxire 3, A comparison of percentile* and grade equivalent** means, 
1971-73, on Comprehensive Tests of -Basic Skills, Form Q, 
Level 1, Test 9 (Using Reference and Graphic Materials) , 
at grades 3-4 in schools with typically low reading 
achievement. . j 

0 

*large city norms 

**national norms; expected grade equivalents for the time of testing 
were* 3. 2 for Grade 3 and 4.2 for Grade, 4 
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• Table 10 compares baseline, and final follow-up results fgr maps 
skills and for reference skills. *This was done by separating items^ 
related to ma^s from those related to reference skills and con5>uting 
raw scores f<5r each content type. Relative gains were Similar for. " 
both types of items,- Grade 3 showed an improvement on 8 percent of 
the reference items and 10 percent of the maps items. Grade 4 showed 
an improvement of 13 percent on both types of items. 

Comparative resialts on standardized tests for Grades -5 and 6 
are shown in Figure 4. SubstanticQ gains were shown for both grades 
on both tests. Grade equivalent differences ranged from .4 to .8. 
Percentile point differences ranged from 8 to 20. Table 11 shows the 
test results m terms of raw score meems. 



TABLE 10 

RAW SCORE MEANS ACCORDING TO CONTENT, NOVEMBER 1971 VERSUS NOVEMBER 1973, 
ON COMPREHENSIVE TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS, fORM Q, LEVEL 1, 
STUDY SKILLS TE^.9 (USING REFERENCE AND GRAPHIC MATERIALS) IN 
GRADES 3-4' IN SCHOOLS WITH TYPICALLY LOW READING ACHIEVEMENT 



Ne. Items 




20 




10 




30 




Date 




References 


References 


Maps 


.Maps 


Total Test 


-Total Test 


N* 


Me cm 


Std. Dev. 


Mean 


Std. Dev. 


Meeui 


Std. Dev. 


Baseline 
















(11/71) 


127 


6.52 


2.87 


2.99 


2.04 


9.51 


4,18 


Follow-up 
















(11/73) 


132 


8.14 


4.09 


4.03 


2.36 


1?.17 


5.88 


Baseline 
















(11/71) 


p 

128 


8.97 


3.92 


4.36 


2.28 


li.33 


5.63 


Follow-up 
















(11/73) 


127 


11.48 


3.80 


5.63 


2.32 


17.12 


5.60 



♦ntjfflber of students 



• Schools with typically high reading achievement . The Study Skills 
subtests of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills were admicistered to the 
schools with typically high reading achievement according to the regu- 
lar schedule used for the general field test evaluation (see Figure 1).. 
One subtest was available for evaluating the effects of implementation 
^of each subarea at each grade , level for Grades O .t;o 6. 
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Grade 
Equivalents 



Maps & Gt aphs & Tables 

Baseline * 
11/71 



□ 



1st FolioWr-up 

11/72 

2nd Follow-up 
11/73 



Reference Skills 

□ 



Baseline 

5/72 



Follow-up 
5/73 



4.0 
4.4 
4.4 



4.3 



5.0 



Test 10 



Test* 9 



GRADE 6 
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t 



Test 10 



Test 9 



Grade 
Equivalents 



Maps & Graphs & Tables 

Baseline 
11/71 



□ 



1st Follow-up 
11/72 

i 

2nd Follow-up 
11/73 



Reference Skills 

□ 



Baseline ' 
5/72 



Figure 4. 



A ccjojparison of percentile* and grade equivalent** mecms; 
1971-73, on Coii?)reh€nsive Tests of Basic Skills, Form Q, 
Level 2, Test 10 (Using Graphic Materials) and Test 9 
(Using Reference Materials) , at grades 5-6 in schools 
with typically low riding achievement. 

♦large city norms 

♦♦national norms; expected grade equivalents for the time of testing 
were the actual grade plus .2 for Test 10 and the actual grade plus 
.8 for Test 9 
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4.6 




4.8 



5.0 



4.6 
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JABLE 11 

RAW SCORE MEANS, BASELINE VERSUS FOLLOW-UPj ON COMPREHENSIVE -TESTS 
OF BASIC SI^ILLS, FORM Q, LEVEL 2, IN GRADES 5-6 IN SCHOOLS WITH 
TYPICALLY LOW READING ACHIEVEMENT 





Study Skills 
Using Graphic 


Test 10 
Materials 


Study Skills 

Using Reference 
• 


Test 9 
Materials 


No. Tf'omg 




30 




20 


Date 


N* 


Raw Score 
Meain 


Std. Dev. 


Date N 


Raw Score 
Meem 


Std. Dev. 


Baseline 
^ (11/71) 

Follow-up 
^ (11/7^) 


135 


11,93 


4.0'2 


Baseline 
' (5/72 132 


7.68 


3.61 ^ 


123 


14.02 


4,99 


Follow-yp 
(5/73) 136 


^ 10.39 


4.72 


^ Baseline 
0, (11/7J) 


.137 


14:96 


- 6,05 


Baseline 
(5/72 125 


9,05 > 


4,05 


2 Follow-up 
^ (11/73) 


123 


17,40 


5:82 


Follow-up 
(5/73) 139 


10,31 


4.11 ^ 



♦number of students 



The conqparative results are shown in Figure 5; Detailed results 
by school are located in Appendices L and M, As the data in Figure 
5 indicate, ^in no comparison did the baseline students perform better 
th^n the program students. In five of the 12 pcmparisons^ all of them 
pertaining* to maps and graphs and tcdDles, there was no difference in 
the grade eqxiivalents for the program versus the non-program students. 
In all five of ^these cases the mean raw scores were greater for the 
program students than for the non-program students, ,In the. other six 
cases, the positive differences in grade equivalents ranged from ,1 to 
•3^ with an overall mean of ,1. Reference skills alone showed positive 
differences at all grade levels, 

OBJECTIVE 2: IMPLEMENTATION CHARACTERISTICS 

To evaluate the implementation of the program in the field test 
schools, the requisites of implonentation were used by the field test 
monitors. A combined rating was obtained for every school on each of 
'the thirteen requisites (see page 18 ^or method employed). These ratings 
are summarized in Figxire 6'euid TcdDle 12. 
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Ratingis: - 

1 little or no atten^t to 
meet reguisite 

2 ** less than adequate attempt 

to meet requisite 

3 = adequate but 'less than 

ejgpected attenpt to meet 
reguisite 

4 « expected level of ^meeting 

requisite 

5 « more than expected effort 

to meet requisite 



Distribution of rat^gs for the twenty-two field test 
schools oyer all req^oaites for implementation combined. 
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Figure 6 shows the distributiqn of ratings f/r each field test 
school on the combined requisites of implementation. Table 12 shows 
the mean rating achieved for each of the requisites over all schools 
.combined. As the data in the figure and table indicate, the overall 
implementation was 3.0, which was adequate but less than expected. 
Five' schools met the expedted level (3.6-4.0) and three schools were 
"less than'^adequate (1.6r-2.5). Over all sdiools only four of the 
• Wieighted requisites were met as expected (3.7-4.0) and they were not 
deemed as relatively important to the implementation of the program 
(weight = 1) . The most important requisite (providing skill instruc- 
tion during the implementation; weight = 4) received the lowest 
mecui' rating (2.3). 

The particular importance of th^ implooientation data lies in its 
relationship to the effectiveness of the program. The three highest 
rated schools and' the three lowest rated schools were studied to 
document this relationship. One of the" latter schools had typically 
iower reading achievement. The results from this school were adjusted 
to be comparable to the other five schools via the following procedure 

low achievement mean _ specific low achievement result 

high achievement meeui hypothetical high achievement counterpart 

TabJ^13 details the results on the Design tests by subarea and by 
. school . 

The evidence from the program- embedded tests did not support 
the existence of a relationship between implementation and program 
effectiveness. Design test results showed insubstantial differences 
.in iBa>roveraent between the two groups. The three highest, rated 
schools had^ a mean difference of -2. 3 percent between the baseline 
scores and the follow-up scores. The three lowest rated schopls had 
a mean difference of 2.4 percent. This compares to the overall mean 
difference of 2.5 percent for the schools with typically high reading 
,^hievement. Mean baseline scores for the highest rated and the 
lowest rated schools were within two percentage points' of each other. 
Thus there was almost equal room for improvement for all of the 
schools. 

Standardized test results, however, showed positive differences 
favoring the highest rated schools (see Table 14) . The three highest 
rated schools attained a mean grade equivalent difference of .3 
while the mean for the three lowest rated schools was .0. This 
compare^ to the overall mearr^dif ference of .1 grade equivalent points. 

OBJECTIVE 3: PROGRAM FEASIBILITY 

Acceptability , t - 

The proq^fim was generally well accepted by the staff in 14 of 
the 22 schools^ althoi^gh in every case some reservations, were expressed 
Widely var^ng attitud^es or ambivalence were reported in seven of the 
schools, and a desire to discontinue use. of the program vras expressed 
by one school. Teachers with positive attitudes toward Study^ Skills 
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COMPARISON SHOWING MEAN PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCES 
BETWEEN BASELINE AND FaiOW-UP RESULTS ON DESIGN TESTS 
FOR HIGHEST RATED VERSUS LOWEST RATED SCHOOLS 





L. " Overall 
Baseline 
Scores 




Maps 


Graphs 
and 
Tables 


Inference 
Skills 


Overall 
Dif-ference* 


Highest Rated Schools 










V 


School A 71.2* 




5.2 




-1.2 


1.4 


School B 76.0 




4.0 i 


12.1 


1.8 


3. a 


School C 80.4 




.5 


.7 


2.3 


1.4 


3 Schools 

Combined** 73.9 




3.2 , 


5.0 


'1.0 


2.3 


Lowest 'Rated Schools 


% 










School X 73.2 




414 


3.6 


1.2 


2.6 


School Y 75.3 




2.3 


-5.3 


2.7 


1.4' 


School Z*** 67.6 




4.9 


3. 3 


2.1 


3.2 


3 Schools ' 

CG»nbined 72.0 




3.9 


.5 


2.0 


2.4 


' *weighted mean (unit is 
**inean of means (unit is 
***adjusted figures 

p * 


test) 
school ) 












TABLE 
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COMPARISON SHOWING MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENT DIFFERENCES 
BETWEEN BASELINE AND FOLLOW-UP RESULTS ON STANDARDIZED T£STS 
FOR HIGHEST RATED VERSUS LOWEST RATED SCH()pLS 






Highest Rated Schools 


Change 


Lowest Rated Schools 


Change 


School A 


.4 






School X 


-.1 


School B^ 


.4 






School Y 


.2 


• School O*" 


.0 






'School Z* 


• 0 


Combined 


.3 






Combined 





*adjusted results 

ERLC . 
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all had similar coxranents. ^irst, the students enjoyed it so there was 
pleasure in teaching it, and second, the framework identified critical 
skills and helped organize and evaluate instruction which in many wcases 
was previously carried out on a casual basis, if at all. Almost' every 
person interviewed, even where general staff attitude was not favorable, 
report^ that students almost without exception er^joyed the Study 
Skills activities and the tests. In one inner-city school the students 
continually asked to take a test which they seemed to view as a game 
or puzzle. The instructional activities, whether developeci by the Center 
or the school, were also liked by students because they invplved -visuals 
and memipulatives and allowed movement about the room. 

Although the following problems did not exist in every school, the 
majority of tiiem occurred to some degree in most schools as reported 
by staff members: 

1. Inability to meet staff planning requirements, involving both 
initial' inservice time and ongoing released time, to prepare 
for instruction and to supplement the instructional materials 
in the teacher's resource fiiev 

2. Difficulty in scheduling adequate Study Skills instruction 
in the school day due to its low priority in the curriqulum, 
either because of administration requirements or because of 
(teachers* judgments favoring instruction in Word Attack and 
directly related reading skills. 

3. Management difficulties, particularly in integrating Study 
Skills with content areas and in forming instructional groups. 

4^ .Overabundant testing, both^ programmatic and evaluative. 

5;. An overwhelming number of skills and amount of related mate- 
rials with which to become familiar. 

Table 15 sh6ws distributions of attitudes according to school 
organization and level o^ typical reading achievement. Teachers in 
schools with some sort of unit organization were generally more enthu- 
siastic than those in the schools with self-contained classrooms. Also, 
teachers ih the schools with typically high reading achievement showed ' ^ 
stronger preferences for the program than those in the schools with, 
typically low reading achievement. 

It is interesting to note that the three conventionally organized 
schools with higher^ typical reading achievement which reported general 
satisfaction with the program had incorporated into their organization 
one central feature of the concept of IGE-multiunit schools. This 
was the designation of one person as leader and the regular scheduling 
of meetings for teachers within a grade level. These schools, although 
theV were by and large traditionally set up, were modified to allow 
for regular grade level meetings, and particular responsibility for 
coordinating the Design was assigned to reading resource teachers. 

Informal observation reinforced the idea that leadership and com- 
munication among teachers were probably essential for overcoming the 
various Study Skills in^lementation problems and in maintaining high 
morale among teachers. Conversely the lack of a leader for planning 
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TABLE 15 

DISTRIBUTIONS OF AHITUDES ACCORDINd TO 
GENERAL SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS / 





* 




Generally 
Satisfied 


T 

Ambivalent 


Generally 
Dissatisfied 


Schools with Higher Typical 
Reading Achievement 
N = 17 


unitized 
N =^ 13 
conventional 
N = 4 


9 

3 


3 
1 


1 



^ 'u -I ...1^ ^ ^ • -I unitized 
Schools with Lower lypiccQ n - 1 

Reading Achievement 

_ conventional 

N = 4 ^ 



Total ' . 

N '= 22 14 7 1 

\ 

\( * 

i 

/ 

at each grade "^level and the consequent burden on the individual teacher 
seened to ^xigender frustration, dislike, and rejection of the program. 
This becjaies especially evident %^en implonentation is examined on a 
grade-by«grad$ or unit-by-unit basis. Where a leader who was involved 
in both teaching and plcuining with teachers was identified or had enierged, 
the Study Skills program wcis better accepted euid used. 

Three other factors were observed in schools with generally favor- 
able attitudes toward the program. Fir^t, these schools had often 
received seme type of ou4:side assistance with the program. For example, 
in Eau Claire student teachers from the UW-Eau Claix'e had prepared 
extensive social studies and mathematics units vrtiich meaningfully incor- 
porated Study Skills at several levels. Also, the college held an all- 
day Study Skills workshop where implementation ideas were shared. The 
Eau Claire school system gave the school librarians released time and 
complete responsibility for prepauring basic reference resources as( well as 
expecting that they would assist and even coordinate all school planning 
and instruction in reference skills. Another exan^le of outside help for 
at least two schools was the involvement of piablic librarians in teaching 
reference skills. 

Another factor which seoned to enharibe positive attitudes among 
teachers was flexibility within the ciirriculum. In schools where the 
required texts or units of study could be eliminated or altered, the * 
staff could more readily develop content in conjunction with Study 
Skills. Or when the curriculum could be scheduled in a two- to three- 
year cycle such that, for example, all students at any one time in 
Grades 4-6 might work on the same topic in a "4th grade textbook," the 
staff could devote more attention to Study Skills and a single sub- 
stantive area. The other fact9r which seemed to encourage a positive 
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attitude was time and reccnpense for preparing in%tructional activities. 
In one Colorado school six teachers each spent 20-40 hours in August 
preparing independent game-iike actiyitief . Credit workshops for Study 
Skills inateri5d.s prepeoration also received- a good -response from teachers. 

Attitudes expressed by principals were generalrly consistent with 
those of their teachers. Involvement of the principals in actual im.- 
plementation varied greatly from school to school. At "two^iultiunft • 
schools the principals were extensively involved in keying of curricular 
materials to the skills and were somewhat involved in actual instruction 
of Study Skills, Ihe principals in t^e self-contained sc^^rols generally 
had less direct involvement with the program; 

Co^nsultcmts in central offices for three districti^^Ahich were 
extensively involved in the ifl5)lementation of Study Sxyils gave positive 
reports on the st&tus of Study Skills in their scho<yis>v The Milwaukee 
consultant considered i mplementation in the MilwaukeV schools to be 
on the whole successful, aside froja difficulties involved in introduc;ing 
the program. The Eau Claire elementary supervisor expressed much 
enthusiasm about the program and coordinated the schooj.s' efforts in 
training teachers and in keying materials. The Jefferson County, 
Colorado, reading conspltemt^ cited favorable standardized test results, 
teacher conmitment to Study Skills, improved instruction through individ- 
ualization, cuid the program "^s effectiveness with poor readers as factors 
giving rise to a generally , positive attitude toward 5tudy Skills in 
their district. 



Scheduli 



On the siabject of scheduling, .the majority of tea«:hers in the con- 
ventionally organized schools taught Study Skills in the homeroom with 
the expectation that application ^would take place informally in ^the 
subject area classes. The exceptions occurred at the upper grade levels 
where some form of departmentalization existed. There Study Skills 
^cis taught by the social studies, science, and/or language arts teachers. 
These groups of children remained stable so that most children in a , 
class were exposed to the same skill at the same ti&e. 

Scheduling for Study Skills appeared to be more easily accomplished 
and more flexible in the unitized schools. This was indicated' in part 
by the fact that roost unitized schools were able to begin implemehta- 
tion sooner and more systematicalj.y than most self-contained schools. 
Cross-age grouping within a unit, cind regrouping of children accordihg 
to skill needs, were common phenomena in these schools. Instruction 
in Study Skills was often integrated into the social studies, langxaage ^ 
arts, cmd science curricular units. In sane schools time taken from 
one or more of these subject areas was used to instruct Stiidy Skills 
in a skill by skill approach similar to that used for Word Attack, In 
other schools the subject matter was dominant anoTrc^^ij^ skills were 
taught as they pertained to the subject matter, so tha« instruction in 
Study Skills took place concurrently with instruction iA the subject area. 

Often library time was used for instruction of reference skills, 
and in at least five schools librarians took the roles of resource, 
persons, teachers, cuid even coordinators of the 'Inference skills program. 



Cost 



' Program implementation costs fell into two categories: Design 
materials including ll&S scoring services suryd non- Design supplementary 
materi^als. In the districts for vrtiich thtere are accurate data, ^actual 
break-in costs inclxiding machine scoring for the first year of imple- 
mentation of the maps subeurea and the graphs and tables subarea were 
$1.60 per child. In the second year of the field test', there was no 
opportunity to emalyze the break-in- costs for the reference skills 
'subarea or continuing costs for the maps subarea and the graphs and 
tables subarea because the Center changed its mode of sharing respon- 
sibility for costs, That year schools were responsible for sill costs 
of materials and^the Center paid machine scoring^ expenses only. 
Ax)ticipated costs based on the price list were $.92 per student for 
break-in for the reference skills subarea. No-. estimate was m£ide for 
continuing costs for the maps subarea and the graphs and tables sub- • 
area. ^ 

Projected jDfeak-in costs for schools beginning with the con5>lete 
field test version of the Study Skills progreun including machine 
scoring were $2.00 per pupil. Since this situation did not occur in tbe 
large-scale field test, actual data are unavailable to support or 
qualify the projections. 

Break-in costs for the revised commercial Edition are estimated 
to be $1.64 per pi^ii with machine scoring and $1.19 without it, given 
that there are 100 students per level at all levels and that retesting 
does not occxir more than 5 percent of ttie time. The cost for continuing 
the progr2un in later years should be between $.15 and $.35 per pupil. 
This is the amount required to replace the consumable materials. A 
detailed cost coo5)arison based on price lists is located in Appendix N. 

As far as the non- Design materials eure concerned, the amounts of 
money spent by schools veuried considerably. Two schools reported 
spending nothing on supplementeiry instructional materials; at the 
other extrane, 6ne school estimated having spent between $2,500 cmd 
$3,000. Most schools spent between $100 and $400. Generally the 
types of materials invested in were maps and globes, audiovisual 
equipment and films trips, SRA and Nystro© kits, dictionaxies, and 
children's newspapers and periodicals. Many of these materials were 
nonconsumable and could be used in futur'e yeeurs. There appears to be 
little relationship be*tween the amount of -money spent on non- Design 
materials in the initial year of implementation and results on the 
Design and standardized tests, although it is interesting to note that 
the two extremes — the two schools that reported spending nothing cmd 
the school that spent thousands on supplenental materials — showed on 
the whole le$s in5>rovement than other schools. 

Although aides were used to assist implementation in many schools, 
either by doing record-keeping and testing or, as the field test pro- 
gressed, by assisting with instrxiction of individuals, there was no 
indication that extra aides were hired in order to implement Study 
Skills. ^Some schools, usually self-contained, were able to implement 
Study Skills without assistance from aides. 



Kindergcurten Applicability 

Indications £rom the pilot test that there were problems at Level A 
were confirmed by the Type I field test. Fewer than half of the schools 
inplemented Stydy skills at the kinderg;arten level. In a few cases 
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implementation did not occur #t the Grade 1 level either* Teachers 
and principals maintained that the currici|lum at the primary levels 
was too crowded to admit regular implementation of Study Skills and 
that they preferred to concentrate on Word Attack- Most of the teachers 
who taught Level A thought that the skills were too easy fpr most chil- 
dren. They did like^ however, the fact that the identification of 
these skills gave them an awareness of behaviors whose in^xjrtance to 
a child's intellectual development is often overlooked. They liked 
the activities suggested in the teacher's respurce file and felt it 
was helpful to have a framework for assessing the few doubtful cases. 
Other implementation problems were associated wlLli a subsl afttjive 
gap between the Level A and the Level B skills. In an attempt to 
bridge the gap during the course of the field test, the developers 
split the Level B skills into nonreader and reader 'skills. The problra 
was somewhat alleviated. But still most children could not handle the 
nonreader Level B tests once they shoved mastery of the Level A skills. 
Since there was almost 100 percent mastery of all Level A skills by 
kindergarten children, the Level A tests proved useless for placing 
first grade students in the program, .When the students did success- 
fully move on and complete the nonreader Level B skills, they reached 
a stalemate at the reader Level B skills, especially in ^attesting. 
Teachers complained that even when the. child could successfully work 
on activities for the skill, the teacher then had to read almost every 
word of the test to the child. The niimber of specific criticisms of 
test format at the B level indicated that to a large degree the probl^ 
was associated not so much with the content as with the presentation 
of the test items. 



OBJECTIVE 4: REVISIONS RECOMMENDATIONS 

Many of the same data which were used for the summative purpose of 
gauging the effectiveness of the program were also used for the formative 
purpose of determining what in^roveroents needed to be made. First, 
teacher data on the usability of the materials, the ease of scheduling, 
and other aspects of in^lementation were canpiled for review by the 
developers. See Afjpendix M for teacher coiranetits. Second, all data on 
the program-embedded tests .were used to determine the need for revisions 
in the instruments as well as in the rela|^ objectives. See Appendijf- 
N for a summary of test results, « 

Teacher data from the Type I field test confirmed that the Study 
Skills program had the following strong points: it filled an important 
gap in the elementary curriculum by identifying essential Skills which 
previously were picked up on the side if at all; it provided a manage- 
ment systan for orgemizing instruction cuid evaluating performance on 
those skills; in addition, it involved a variety of media and instruc- 
tional approaches which motivated students to learn and to enjoy dtudy 
skills. 
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% The following .were. some of the prc^lems in Study Skills which were 
illuminated by teacher and test data. The number of individual skills. • 
was overwhelming. Some of the skills were so finely distf^uished 
that instruction in one wo\ild bring ^Jx)ut mastery of others. The time 
required to teach different skills varied from mere exposure to a matter 
of weeks. Some of the skills were inappropriately leveled. There was 
an overabundcmce of time-consuming individual assessments, Hiere 
were too few individual activities. The concept of integration of 
• Study Skills with the, content areas was a new^ahd con^Jlex addition to 
the system of implement at ion of the Design , ^ I n addition there were 
the usual editing aiid formatting problems wl?ffch are expected in any 
field test of a product under development. 

The evcLluation did not indicate a need for any change in the 
general management system of the Design , Nor did it suggest euiy need 
for extensive* redevelopment or creation of new materials. The revisions 
^which took place involved primarily editing, reorgcuiizing," and stream- 
lining of the program. The number of skills was reduced from 132 to 
71 (see Table 16), approximately the same number of skills per level 
as in Word Attack, There were now proportionally fewer skills at the 
lower levels (see Table 17) where Study Skills was iji5)lemented con- 
currently with Word Attack, All but iseven of the original 47 individ- 
ually assessed skills were removed from the Study Skills axea, and per- 
formance tests were devised for the remaining ones. Many of the skills 
were combined or releveled according to the guidelines derived from 
the test data, ' As far as the materials are concerned, revisions were 
made along the following lines. The teacher's resource file was exr 
panded to include more varieties of learning experiences. One skill 
card which could follow a child through the entire coucsa* of liis ele- 
mentary experience was developed, replacing the two in rTle^Zfevelop- 
mental version. The revised version contained one te^t administrator's 
manual and test iteoklet per level instead of the original two, so that 
the test administration would be less complex. Alternative possibilities 
for implementation which were developed by field test schools were 
described in the teacher's planning guide. 

Fox* more detail on the revisions which took place subsequent to 
the field test see Working Paper No, 128 (Sals, 1975), ^ 
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TABLE 16 

DISTRIBUTION OF SKIUS IN STUDY SKILLS 
BY SUBAREA BEFORE AND AFTER REVISIONS 



Developmental Revised 



Maps 


33 


25 




Graphs and Tables- 


19 


17 




Reference Skills 


80 - 


29 




TOTAL 


132 


71 
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SUMMARY 



A field te^ of the precomnercial version of the Study Skills 
element of the Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Develof^nent was con- 
ducted in 22 schools from 1971 to 1973. Seventeen of the schools were 
situated in rural to suburban locations cuid had prior reading achieve- 
ment at or above national norms. Five were located in an inner-city 
area and had prior reading achievement below national norms. Half of 
the schools had a multiunit organization and half were organized on a 
-self-contained basis. 

-The objectives of the field test were as follows: (1) to deter- 
mine whether students who participated in Study Skills showed. greater 
achievement than students who did not, as indicated by program- embedded 
criterion- referenced measu?:es and by norm-referenced standardized 
tests; (2) to document the degree to which recc«anended implementation 
procedures were followed; (3) to determine the feasibility of the pro- 
gram from the points of view of acceptability, ease of scheduling, cost 
euid kindergarten applicability; and (4) to gather feedback on all 
components of the program in order to reccMmnend program revisions. 

Data-gathering procedures involved the administration of the 
Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development; Study Skills and the 
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills or the Conrprehensive Tests of Basic Skills 
imnediately before implementation of Study Skills (baseline) and one 
year later (follow-up) for assessment of objectives I and 4. Prior 
median reading performance was a factor in grade placement for these 
instruments. Data relative to objectives 2, 3, and 4 were gathered 
via interview schedules, questionnaires, informal conversations, and 
comment cards. Monitoring interviews were conducted twice yearly 
cmd each school was visited approximately three times throughout the 
fifeld test. 

The results of assessment related to objective 1 indicated a con- 
sistently positive trend in favor of the Study Skills students on pro- 
gram-embedded and standardized measures. In all analyses schools with 
lower typical reading achievement showed greater improvement than 
schools with higher typical reading achievement. The achievement 
results are summarized in Table 18. 

Regarding objective 2, overall implementation was adequate but 
less thcui expected. The most important procedure^ providing sufficient 
^ skill instruction, received a less than' adequate mean rating. An 
cuialysis relating implementation to student achievement did not support 
the hypothesis that more thorough implementation yields greater 
achievement. Investigations related to objective 3 found Study Skills 
to be generally well accepted, with some reservations in all cases. 
Schools with team organization showed the most positive outlook toward 
the program. The program was relatively inexpensive with initial 
overall costs of less than $2.00 pei pupil' and nominal continuation 
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costs. Formative data gathered for objective 4 indicated that the 
• niunber of skills was overwhelming, that some skills overlapped each^ 
other and others were inappropriately leveled, and also that ther6 
*were too many time-consuining assessments through observation or per- 
Vormance. As a result the program was reorganized and streamlined./ 
fhe number of skills was reduced from 132 to. 71 and the number of 
assessments through observation or performance was reduced to seven. 
Additional changes were niade in format and materials in response to 
comnents, on the program's usability. 

The field test demonstrated that even with the many imperfections 
of the preconmercial version the Study Skills program was a viable 
and effective addition to the elementary school purriculum. Study 
Skills demanded more coordination than many programs, which could 
result in its being given low priority when Con^eting with other 
programs for school time. Yet teachers on the whole supported it 
because the framework, by identifying essential skills, helped 
organise and evaluate instruction which in many c^es was carried out 
previously on a casual basis, if at all. The teachers supported the 

frogram and enjoyed teaching it even more when they saw how much the 
tu^ents enjoyed it. 

V 
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APPENDIX A 

3 



Statement 



if Skills and Objectives tor the. 
Field list Version of Study Skills 



NOTE: Skill number is given af tex* the *8kill description. For example, 
Level A, ^Skill 5 is found in the outline at A.3.b. An i following 
the skill number indicates that assessment imist be individually 
administered. ' 
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SCHOOL NAME 


LOCATION 


CATEGORY 


ORGANIZATION 


SCHOOLS WITH TYPICALLY 


HIOT READING ACHIEVEMENT 


* 


Johnston 


Appleton,> Wis. 
• 


small city 


unitized 


McKlnley 


/ Appleton, Wis. 


small city 


imitized 


Bar 8 tow 


Eau Clai^, Wis. 


^ small city . 


m^itized 
Uniti^fed^ 


i Locust Lane 


Eau Claire, Wis. 


small city 


— Manz* 


Eau Claire, WiSr 


small city 


9 

unitized 


Whitney 


Ureen Bay, Wis. 


small city 




Central 


Lake Geneva, Wis. 


small city 


unitized at K-2; 
self ""POfita ined at 3—6 


McFarland Elementary 
and Elvehjem Middle 


McFarland, Wis. 


suburban or 
fringe 


unitized 


River Heights 


Menomonie, Wis. 


small city 


unitized 


Oregon Elementary 
and Oregon Middle 


Oregon , Wis . 


^^uDurban or 
fringe 


self-contained at K-3 
unitized at 4-'6 


Parkview 

* 


r xymoutn , wis • 


small ci^y 


unitized for reading 


Jackson ^ 


West Bend, Wis. 


"rural, village 


unitized w 


J Bear Creek 


. .Lakewood, Colo. 


suburban 

% 


originally unitized, 

^ wvi oc X X 

contained during 
field test 


Belmar 


Lakewood, Colo. 


0 

suburban 


self-contained 
(departmentaHzed) 


Fairmoimt 


Lakewood, Colo. 


suburban 


self-contained (grade 
leye± meetings) 


Fltzmorris 


Lakewood, Colo. 


suburban 


self-contained (grade 
level meetings) 


Maple Grove 


Lakewood, Colo. 


suburban 


self-contained (grade 



level meetings) 



*A1'1 schools except for this school participated in the Type I Word Attack 
0_!ld Test. 

/2 
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SCHOOL NAME 



LOCATION 



CATEGORY 



ORGANIZATION 



SCHOOLS WITH TYPICALLY LOW READING ACHIEVEMENT 

Milwaukee, Wis. inner-city 
Milwaukee, Wis. 
Milwaukee, Wis. 
Milwaukee, Wis. 
Milwaukee, Wis. 



Green Bay Avenue 
Keefe Avenue 
LaFollette 
Philipp 
Franklin 



inner-city 
inner-city 
inner-city 
inner-city 



self-contained 

self-contained 

self-contained 

self-contained , 

unitized for reading 
(but not Study Skills) 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 

* 

Wisconsin, Design for Reading Skill Development; Study Skills 

The Wisconsin Research & Development Center for Cognitive Learning and the 

* School District agree cooperatively to field 

test during the 1971-72 academic year instructional materials in Reading 
developed hy the Center. 

The Center will provide: 

1. Support for the testing of pupils in half the participating schools, 

^2* A management system to facilitate recordv keeping and easy use of 
the records. (The school will be expected to provide file boxes 
and punches [notchers] used tft keep theae records.) » 

3. Test associated with the gathering of criterion data. 

4. Feedback to school systems regarding the field test results in: the 
form of a written report. The initial report will be provided by 
January 30, 1972, with a more extensive report to follow by May 30, 
1972. 



While the Center will provide consultant services as required, the school system 
should recognize that the purpose of the field tests is to* ascertain 
whether the jWroduct can be used in a sy&tem with the support only of the 
local central staff. To the degree the Center *rf services are required the 
field test is unsuccessful. This is not yeant tgr imply that we do* not 
wish to know of gaps in the existing materials; we simply wish to indicate 
that the system 15 expected to supply the resources at hand normally 
provided in support of any reading program. 



The system agrees to: 

1. Make available at least two full days of staff ins^rvice for all 
new participating teachers. This inservice will be conducted by 
the local leaders who have attended a Center-conducted conference. 
Of the two days inservice at least one day will be* scheduled 
before school begins; the other scheduled during <>the school year. 

2. Coordinate the school system's testing program with the Center's 
testing program. 
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3* Engage all eligible Kj6 pupils and staff in the participating 
school (s) In the progr&i. 

4. Pay shipping costs for sending tests- to the vendor for 
machine scoring. 

5. Devote an adequate amount of time (to be specified later) to the 
teaching of study skills. Instruction will.be based on the con- 
tinuous progress of the child without respect to the grade or 
"level'^ designationci 

6. Provide up to 2 hours of pupil time for the gathering of criterion 
data yearly, apprise the Center of the local testing program and 
share with the Center any intelligence or achievement data from 
the"" participating schools gathered through the systen's testing 
program. 

7^ Inform the Center in advance of school boundary changes affecting 
ov^ lOZ of the enrollment of a given school, so that termination 
of the test at the affect-ed grade levels can be jointly considered. 

8. Provide an adequate amount of time during the 1971-72 school year 
for purposes of gathering data on pupils now in grades 
Teachers presently in the building will "d^^ister the tests. 

9. Provide sufficient instructional materials to carry out a compre- 
hensive program of study skills. 



Herbert J. Klausmeier, Director (signed) 

Wisconsin Research and Development 
Center for Cognitive Learning 



(position) 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREQfENT 

. — 

' between 

The Wisconsin Research and Development Cente r for Cognitive Learning 

and 



The Wiscoilsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning (Center) 

I ^ (District) agree cooperatively to field 

test duikng the 1972-73 academic year instructional materials for the Study 
Skills arfea of the Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development. The field 

teat %rill be conducted in 

School(s) with all children in their second through seventh 

(Gr. 1-6) years of school.' The Center agrees to advise its vendor » National 
Computer Systems, to fill orders for materials placed by the school district. 



A. The Center will provide at no cost to the District: 



1. All field test materials for teachers. 

2. Machine scoring of tests for participating pupils. 

3. Tests associated with the gathering of criterion data. 

'J ^ 

• 4. Feedback to school systems regarding the field test results in 
the form of a written report. The initial report will be pro- 
vided by January 30, 1973, with a more extensive report to 
follow by May 30, 1973. - 

5* Consultant services as required. However, the school system 
should recognize that the purpose of the field test is to 
ascertain whether the product can be used in a system with the 
support only of the local central staff. If Center consultant 
services are required to any great extent, the field test 
could be considered unsuccessful. This is not meant to imply 
that we do not %rish to know of gaps in the existing materials; 
we simply wish to indicate that the system is expected to 
supply the resources at h^nd normally provided in support 
of any reading progrdtt. 
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B. The District will insure that the particlpati'ng schooKs) 

1. Provide all field test instructional materials for puj^s. 

2. Provide all other instructional materials for pupils necessary^ 
to carry out a comprehensive program pf Study Skills. ' 

3. Make available at least one-half day of staff inservice for 
participating teachers • This inservice will be conducted by 
the local leaders. New teachers will receive additional 
orientation to bte Design in its entirety, 

4. Engage all eligible 1-6 pupils and staff in the participating 

school (s) in the pt^ram. Kindergarten Implementation is optional, 
♦ 

5. Devote two hours weekly in each school to the teaching of Study 
Skills. Instruction will be based on the continuous progress 
of the child without respect t<5 grade or "level" designations. 

6. ^ovide up to 2' hours of pupil time for the gathering of criterion 
data yearly, provide teachers to administer such tests, apprise 
the Center of the local ' testing program and share with the Center 
any intelligence or achievement data from the participating 
schools gathered through the system's testing program- 

7. Pay any shipping costs for sending tests' to the Center for pro- 
cessing or to the vendor for machine scoring. 

8. Coordinate the school system's testing program with the Center's 
testing program. 

9. Inform the Center in advance of school boundary changes affetting 
over lOX of the enrollment of a given school, so that termination 
of the test at thfe affected grade levels can be jointly considered. 

C. The terms' of this agreement will be from th^ time it is fully executed 
until June 30, 1973. However, the Center reserves the right to gather 
follow- through data until December, 1973. It is furthermore understood 
that this is the second and last of a two-year test of the* Study Skills 
element. 

Accepted by: ' : Agreed to: 



William R. Bush, Deputy Director 

Wisconsin Research and Development 
Center for Cognitive Learning 



Date 
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• 


1 

1 


(Signed) 

• 


1 
1 


(Title) 1 




(District) ^ 




(Date) ^ 1 





MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
between 

The Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning 

and 

The Milwaukee Public Schools 



The Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning (Center) 
and The Milwaukee Public Schools (District) agree cooperativ0.y to field 
test during the 1972-73 academic year instructional materials for the Study 
Skills area of the Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development. The field 
test will be conducted in Green Bay Avenue, Keefe Avenue > Phil, pp. LaFollette . 
and Franklin School (s) with all children in their second through seventh 
(Gr« 1-6) years of school. The Center agrees to advise its vendor. National 
Computer Systems, to fill orders for materials placed by the school district. 



A.' The Center will provide at no cost to the District: 



1, Seventy-five percent (75Z) o{\all field test materials for both 
teachers and pupils* 



2. Seventy-five per cent (751) of tW«achine scoring of tests for 
participating pupils. 

3. Tests associated with the gathering of criterion data. 

4. Feedback to school systens regarding the field test results in 
the form of a written report. The initial report will be pro- 
vided by January Su, 1973, with a more extensive report to 
follow by May 30, 1973. 

&• Consultant services as required. However, the school system 
should recognize that the purpose of the field test is to 
ascertain whether the product can be used in a system with the 
support oiffy of the local central staff. If Center consult^int 
services are required to any great extent, the field test 
could be considered unsuccessful. This is not meant to imply 
that we do not wish to know of gaps in the existing materials; 
we simply wish to indicate that the system is expected to 
supply the resources at hand normally provided in support 
^ of any reading program. 

ERIC /3 
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B, The District will insure that the participating school (s) will: 

1. Provide twenty-five rper cent (25%) of all field test instructional 
materials for pupils., including machine-scoring. 

•2. Provide all other instructional materials for pupils necessary to 
carry out a comprehensive program of Study Skills. 

3. Make available at least one-half day of staff inservice for 
participating teachers. This inservice will be conducted by 
the local leaders/ New teachers will receive additional 
orientation to theVpesign in its entirety. 

4. Engage all elieiMV 1-6 pupils and staff in the participatiijg 
8chool(s) in tnfprogram. , Kindergarten implementation is optional. 

5. Devote two hours weekly in each school to t^e teaching of Study 
Skills. Instruction will be based on the continuous^>rogress • 
of the c^ild without respect to grade of ''level'* designations. 

6. Provide up to 2 hours of pupil time for- the gathering of criterion 
data yearly, provide teachers to administer such tests, apprise 
the Center of the local testing program and sh^re with the Center 
any intelligence or achievement data from the participating 
schools gathered through the system*s testing program. 

7. Pay any shipping costs for sfending tests to the Center for pro- 
cessing or to the vendor fcr machine scoring. 

8. Coordinate the school system* s testing program with the Center's 
testing program. 

9. Inform the Center in advance of -school boundary changes affecting 
over 10% of the enrollment of a given school, so that termination 
of the test at the affected grade levels can be jointly considered. 

C. The terms of this agreejnent will be from the 'time it is fully executed 
until June 30, 1973. However, the Center reserves the right to gather 
follow- through data until December, 1973. It is fur thermore, understood 
that this is the second and last of a two-year test of the Study Skills 
element. 

Accepted by: Agreed to: 



> 



William R. Bush, Deputy Director (Signed) 

Wisconsin Research and Development 

Center for Cognitive Learning 



(Title) 



(Date) 



(District) 



APPENDIX D ' 

I.. ■ ■ ■ 

Data-Gathering Instrument$ Used for Evaluation of 
Objectives 2, 3, and 4 



[These Instniments have been condensed to save space] 
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Instnment 1 
WDilSD - INTERVIEW GUIDE 



Directions: This form is only 
a guide; modify your questions 
as necessary to get information* 



Word Attack Follov-up 



Monitor 



Date 



School 



Person Interviewed 



Position 



STUDY SKILLS (M, G ) IMPLEMENTATION 



1. 



How much tiaje is currently being aijk>tted to the Study Skills program? 
Specify by grade if necessary. How"4* vthls time distributed among 
subject areas — if "taken" from them — c^^is the Study Skills program 
conducted independently? 



2. ,Elabdrate on K-1- implementation if any. (E.g., were Level A tests used? 
Pretesting strategies? Level B testing?) 



3. Are "formal" Study Skills groups formed (pretest, instruction,* 
posttest, etc.)? How are the activities and composition of these 
groups correlated with the overall content of Social Studies y' 
(Science, Ma^h, etc.)? How long are the Study Skills group c^les? 



4. What problems in general have you had implementing the Study Skills 
program? (E.g., retesCiqg, scheduling, integration with content, 
grouping) 



3. What is the general reaction among your students and staf^ to the 
Study Skills program? 
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Instrument 2 



^ . * ' ^ WDRSD Type I Field Test 

End-of-Year Quels tionnaire 



' PRINCIPALS or COORDINATORS QNLY 
\ Name 



School / 

' J 

' Map> Graph. & Table Skills Implementation 

/ 1. Which statement best describes your school*^' Map, Graph & Table skills 
implementation strategy this year? (If the answer differs for 
different grade levels, please so indicate.) ' - 

_The Study, Skills program (Map, *Graph & Tabl^X^34i|^*taught as a 



separate skill area (in "isolation"). 

The Study Skills program (Map, Graphs & fable) was taught ih * 



'direct conjunction with the social studies, science and math 
curricula. 

\ 

Other 



Comments : 



LAST MINUTE^ QUESTION ^ . . ' . 
Will you, as •^^f^ipal,'^be*' working in your building thite summer? Yes ^ No 
If "no" what is the last ^ate we cSrteach you in^ the , building? 



If."yes"*on what dates T^^roximitely>» during the summer can w^ contact you 



at schodl? 



.On w^at date dyes .school resmp { JLthe^cb.ildren fftot inservice) this fall? 

ERIC . ,0% ' . / ' : ' ' '. 
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t 

Continuation of Word Attac^ i , » . ^ - 

Sxrhoolvide Goalset ting-Word Attack . . . 

Fall Insgrvice .Pla ns for Study Skills (Reference) 

' ^ ' ' 

1. Iwhat is the date and \^proxiniate tiipe for your $all inservice 

session on implementation* of the ReferencCTfikills subarea?^ (Ther? 

will be no R&D meeting.) ^ • • ' i * 

Date: ' / ^ - ' * 

Ti^:_ ^to 

Comment* I ' " " ^, ' ^ 

^ • % 



2. What are your plans for Design inservice for new teachers? 

School Organization . " ^ . 

1. Do you anticipate any school organizational changes for fall? ' * , 
If so, please specify (e.g.', formation of a K-l'^unit, creation 
of two Grade l-B'units, change from grade^ level teams to- ' ^ 

'/^ cross-graded units, etc): ^ . ^ 

/'* ' ' . « " • • 

^ r • - 

rl. If so, has utilization of the Design directly influenced thesfe 
^ ^ changes? ^ ^ 

^ ^Yes, please^jKplain below. ' '^N o / ^ 

3. ' Has utilization of the Design directly^ inf luenced^our tstaf f in 

an^^of ^he following? ' ^ ^ 

, Increased professionalism Yes ^No ^ ' 



Increased use of consultants* ^* Yes' No 



Improved rraitport among staff J^eav ^No . 

Extension of teaming aijd cooperative planning to other subject 
' matter^ areas ^# Yea No \ 



erIc '. ' ^ «i . ': ■ ^ 



Areas 4, 5, fe— Last Callt . ^ . 



Enrollment Check 



1. Please state the* total nuid}er of Grade 1-6 students "( excluding 
Kindergarten ) enrolled in youi;^ school: ^Grade l-6.studfnts 

2. What is your Kindergarten enrollment? ^ K indergarten students 

3. Please state the total number of teachers (excluding Kindergarten, 
special education,, art-music teachers, etc.)' in your school: 

Grade 1-6 teachers 



4. How many Kindergarten teachersi aT% there? 



Kindergarten teaAers 



Many, many thanks for completing this questionnaire! 
Please return in one of the. enclosed envelopes. 
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Instrument 3 

♦ 

WDRSD Type I Field Test 
End-of-year Questionnaire (K-1, 2) 



Distribute only to K and Grade 1 unit or grade level leaders. 
Grade 2 staff should be included when appropriate. 



Name of School 



DIRECTIONS: This questionnaire concerns the Level A Map Skills Performance 
'% Tests (in the pink-covered booklakts). Please return it in one 

of the envelopes provided. 

1. Check your status. teach^ Grade 1 teacher ^Grade 2 teacher 

2. Did you ever use any of the Level A Map Skills tests? Yes ^No 

if "yes," please answer the remaining questions. 

If "no," please return the questionnaire now. 

it'k'k'kititit'k'k'k-kit 

Which of the tests have you used? ■ (either self-administered or aide- 
acmnitetered) ^ 

J * 

_T^t 1 (Position of Objects) ^Test 2 (Measurement: Size) 



_Test 3 (Measurement: Distance) 



About how long did each test take to administer? 

Tesj: 1 Test 2 Test 3 
^0-1 minutes - ' 0-1 mln.* 0-1 min, 



J-3 minutes 2-3 mln. 2-3 min. 

_4-5 minutes 4-5 min. 4-5 mln. 
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5. How and why were the tests used? (check all that apply) 

as pretests to identify children who needed Level A instruction ^ 

* as posttests after Level A instruction to assess xnasteBy 

to identify children who already had mastered Level A skills 

without instruction and therefore might be ready to begin 
Level B 

other % ^ 



6. Which children were given the tests? 
(check all that ^ply) 



J 




all children in my class or 
grade level 



only children whose mastery of 

the skills I was uncertain about 



_only "slower" children 

all children who had received 
instruction in the Level A skills 

_only children who had non-mastery 
on all (or all but one) of the 
Level B Map skills v . ^ ^ 

\ 

other • 



For each group checked, estimate 
the % of childiten who were 
masters of the skill, (if none, 
pt 0%.) 



Test 1 



Test 2 



Test 3 




,6.. 


Test 1 


Test 2 


Test 3 


EXAMPLE: \/ only "slowar" children 


100^ 


75% 


95% 





ERIC 
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Which statement ^elow best describes the relationship between mastery 
on Che Level A Hap Tests and , readiness for Level 1 Map Skills? 

All or almost all children who demonstrated mastery on the Level A 

performance fiests were definitely able to work successfully on tevel 
B Map Skills, . 

^Some masters of Level A Map Skills* were ready for Level B but there 

were other Level A masters who coulfi not handle the Level B Map Skills, 

-✓'"^ 

^Very few children who were masters of Level A, Map Skills could . 

then successfully work on Level B Map Skills. 

These tests were available to you for the March-May period only. In your 
judgment for the grade level you checked above only , when would thesfe 
tests be most appropriately used? 

Sept-Nov Dec-Feb March-May 

For above average students - 

For average students 

For below average students 



Did you find yourself re-wording the questions on these tests in ofder to get 
Che children ta^understand the task? 

always .Yes, usually Yes, sometimes ^No, rarely or never 



Did children who you judged by teacher' observation as masters actually show 
mastery on thesel>evel A testa? (That is, were your expectations of mastery 
confirmed?) J . * 

^ always ^Yes, usually • ^Yes, sometimes ^No, rarely or never 



Did children whom you would have judged as non-masters actually show non- 
mastery on the tests? (That is, were your expectations of non-mastery, ^ 
confirmed?) * 

_J_te8, always Yes, usually Y es, sometimes ^No, rarely or never 



86 



12. In your opinion would "teacher judgment" of mastery/non-mastery on * 
these Level A objectives have been sufficient? 

^Yes, teacher judgment would suffice. * | 



NOy the Level A Map Tests are necessary ^o assure an accurate 
assessment. ^ ' 



Conment: 



13. Which statement (s) describes your use of the Response Recoi^d Form 
on page 9 of the pink booklets? 



I never ^ used the form ^ 

I completed a form for every child tested 



I referred to the coapleted forms during later Instructional 
planning for students 

other: 
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14. Did you ever i^e aldas to administer the tests? 

Yes, always Yes, usually Yes, sometimes ^No, rarely or nevfer 

15. Did you find the materials for the tests difficult to secure? 

Yes, alvJay^ Yes, usually. Yes, sometimes ^bk), rarely or never 

16. Any additional comments you wish to make would be welcome. The Centef is , 
revising all performance tests for Map, Graph & Table Skills and is 
creating many such tests for the Reference Skills subarea, so we would 
appreciate yoar sjugg^tions . Further comments: « ^ 



Many, mahy thanks for completing this questio&naire! ^ 
Please return in one of the enclosed envelopes. 



ERIC 



I 



Instiumenc 4 




Monitoring Guide 
Study Skills • Type I . 
First Visit 
(Principal) 

4 



School . Date 



Interviewee Monitor 



Position 

f ■ 
« Map^ Graph and Table Follow-up 



1. Have you altered, l^t year's strategy regarding the Implementation of 
My G & T? If s^^what caused you to change and what are you dx)ing 
differently? (Seek on K-1 lutplement^tion) 

2. flow much inservice time did you devote to M, G & T this fall? 



3* How much (dollars) have you spe^t in purchasing non-Design materials 

for use this fall in M, G & T? 

How much (dollars) have you spent in purchasing Design materials in 
continuing M, G &,T? 



4. What problems have you had in continuing M, G & T? Do you have any 
'* recommendations liT thlB regard?* 



Reference Skills 



5* Did you use the break-in testing recommendations for Re'f erence ^ 
Skills (same leVel as current M, G & T Level)? If so how did it 
work?. If not, what strategy did you u»e and how <iid it work? 
, «• 

6. When was your Reference Skills inservice? May we have a copy of 

the agenda? If not, what was th6^ agenda? (Look for length, parti- 
•cipanjts; time/ keying of materials.) * - *c . 
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Have you included the IMC director/librarian in your strategy for 
implCTienting Reference Skills? If so, how? (Look for change or 
integration ^f "past role.) 

Is the sprategy for implementing Reference Skills any different than 
.that for M, G & T? (May^ not need this question, because of 2. Look 
for skill group pattern, ^i. e. , length, -skills per teacher, size of- 
group, schedule for assessment, regrouping period, skill clustering, 
skill groups across grades, A-B fit, subgrouping. ) 



How much (dollars) was spent in impl^enting Reference Skills? 
^. (non-Des ign) 



10. What has- been the turn around time for NCS? Any' other comments 
regarding NCS? (be specific) 



11. Hov much more time will you be spending on keying local materials? 
How will the time be provided? 



GET COMMENT Q^S!!! 
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Instrument 5 



Monitoring Guide 
Study Skills - Type I 
First Visit 
(Teacher) 



School_ ; ^Date 

Interviewee Monitor 

" ■ ' r 

Position 



Map, Graph and Table Follow-up 



1* Do you have. any evidence of skill loss or skill gain over the summer? 
If so—which? What did you do about it? 



2. Jlave you altered last year's strategy regarding the implementation of 
M> G & T? If so, what caused you to change and what are you doing 
differently? (Qieck on K-1 implementation.) 



3. .Was the inservice adequate? 

4. Was th^Addenda useful? Did you adopt; toy of the recommendations? 
Which and how are they working? 

5. ^ What problems have you had in continuing M, G & T? Do you have any 

recommendations in this regard? 

' ^ , Reference Skills 



6. Did you u3e-the break-in testing recommendations for Reference Skills 
(stame level as current M, G & T level)? If so hOw did it work? If 
-/ not, what strategy did you use and how did it work? 



7, Was' the inservtLc^ adequate? 



Is the strategy for implementing Reference Skills any different than 
that for M, G & T? (May not need this question, because of 2. 
Look for skill group pattern, i.e., length^SjVills per teacher, size 
of group, schedule for assessment, regroupiii^^ period, skill clustering, 
skill groups across grades, A-B fit, subg^-duping. ) ^ 

Hov are you handling the individually assessed objectives? (placement, 
preaasessment, postassessment, instructional pacing) i 

•» -» 
Is each child^s progress monitoredNby a single teacher or a number?- 
How do you keep track of his' development? ' 



Have you found a need for more record keeping devices? Any 
r e comoienda t ions ? 



Have you found whether individual student progress across subareas is 
parallel, e.g., if ajt Level D in Maps, is he at Level D in Graphs 
and Tables? 



How much more time will you be spending on keying local materials? 
How will the time>be--provided? 



Do you make use of the fact that there are strands in SS (work habits, 
location, book skills, library use)? If so, how? ' * 

Do you make use of the growth charts? 

Are there anj^ errors, omissions syr confusions in the mate&i^is? . 

(TRG^ , TRF Tests , Cspecific) , pupil recotd jL^d s 

Growth charts , other ) Do you lyive any recOTlienc^ations? 



GET COMMENT CARD§!! 

^ J 
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Instrument ^6 



Samplie 2 Design Intezrv^lew Guide 
Principal (or reading specialist) 



Name Position 



School ^ Interviewer 

I INSERVICE; KEYING MATERIALS FOR STUDY SKILLS 



la. How much inservice time have you devoted to the Study Skills 

program this school year? If possible, distinguish between the 
time spent specifically' on Map, Graph & Table subarea follow-up 
and that devoted to inservice for the Reference skills subarea. 



May we have a copy. of the agenda? 



lb. What were the weaknesses or problems associated with your 
inservice? 

^ \ 

s 

Ic. In addition to any keying of local materials to the resource 
files done as a part of the inservice specified in #la, what 
further time has been devoted to keying? 

What, if any, future time is planned for keying? 

[. STUDY SKILLS COSTS 

2a. How much (dollars) have you spend in purchasing non-Design materials 
for use this falL in the Study Skills, program? If possible, 
distinguish between the amount spent to continue the Map, Graph 
& Table program from expenditures for the Reference subarea^ 



2b. How much (dollars) have you spent in purchasing Design materials 
for use this fall in the Stud]^Skills program? If possible, 
distinguish between the amount spent to continue the Map, Graph 
& Table program from expendittres for the Reference subarea. 



J 4 



IMPLEMENTATION 



3a, What is your school^s overall strategy for implementing the- Study 
Skills program? How was your IIC (if one exists) involved in 
planning this schoolwide strategy? 



What arie the differences, if any, between your use of the Map, 
Graph & Table subareas and your Reference subarea implementation? 

3b. How has the IMC director /librarian been included in Study Skills 
implementation, particularly for Reference Skills? E.g., suggests 
activities or media to other staff; teaches certain skill groups; 
keys. Be specific — if he teaches, how often? Which students? 



3c. What general implementation problems have you had with the Study 
Skills program? 



3d. What specific recommendations would you give to the Center for 
revisions in the Study Skills program? 
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Instrument 7 

Sample 2 Degign Interview Guide 
Unit Leaders 

Name Pos i t ion 



Grade Levels School ^ \ 

— » 

Interviewer \ . 

I. PERIOD OF IMPLEMENTATION 

Note to interviewer: Since there probably was a period of M, 'G&T Implementation 

last spring, you will have to be very careful to distinguish 
^ between students who were, for example, in Grcule 1 last April- 

May, but who now are in Grade 2. The answers to questions 
la*lc should clearly indicate the grade tevel and the point 
in time you are re/erring to. 

la. When (nearest month) did yoU' actually begin the Study Skills program so that 
/ students were consistently and continuously receiving skill instruction 

(not break- in or re test dates)? 

' • M,.G & T: R: 

K K 

Gr. 1 * Gr. 1 

2 2 

3 3 

4 4 
^ 5 5 

^ 6 • 6 

lb. Have there been any periods of time (e.g., September) when the program was 
» temporarily halted? When and why and which students? 

M, G & T: R: 



Ic. Are there any exceptions to' la? (e.g., K not implementing. Grade 1 started 
later, only "top" students in Grade 3 involved in R skills^ etc.) 



er|c • -^^ 



\ 



7^ 



V. 



PATTERNS OF IMPLEMENTATION " 

Note to interviewer: The intent of the folIow*ing series of questions 

is to get a precise description of the SS program 
operation fof the pa^rticular unit or grade l^vel'. 
Please elaborate at will. ^ 

» 

• * r 
2a. From what larger organizational group are your Study Skills groups 
(if any) drawn? For example, are the groups drawn from the entire 
\ unit?, from an entire single grade level of a two grade level unit? 
within homerooiDS only? within reading ^groups only? within social' 
'studies class? 



2b. Referring to your answer for la, has the basic group of children 
remained the same throughout the program? For example, are the 
. 30 children in the homeroom in October stilly in the homeroom in 
January so that the SS groups are formed and reformed from 
these 30 children? 



2c. Within the organizational group specified in la, on what basis are 
groups to work on specific skills formed? For example, all the stu- 
dents in the homeroom may be given instruction In the skill because 

♦ it appears in the social studies content regardless of whether, 
they have mastered it; or students may be grouped into several 
•"common need" skill groups according to their profile cards; or 
students might individually choose a skill they have not mastered 
to work on. ' * * 



2d. Who forms the skill groups? (e.g., the unit leader? the unit 
staff together? the homeroom teacher independently?) 

2e. r What use is made of the skill clusters? 



2f. What use is made of the strands? (e.g., location, book skills) 



2g. About how many atudents are usually in each skill group? Estimate 
the usual number, if possible; otherwise state range, say. 15-20. 

Usual Number: * 

r 

Minimum:- (specify if students generally work independently, 
^'all'' on different skills): 



Maximum If 



r 
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2h. How maay different skill groups does a single teacher usually have 
responsibility fpr simultaneously? (a group of children working on 
a 3-skill cluster would be considered one group) ^ 



2i. 



Ijpv is it determined which skill(s) a particular teacher has re- ^ 
r^ponsibility for? (Note that if homeroom is the b^ic group, this 
question may be meaningless — please indicate If so.) 



2j. ^r how many days does a skill group (or skill cluster group) 

actually last .and work? (If the group lasts 3 weeks but only meets 
twice a week, it works 6 days.)^ 

# of weeks groups last 

llsual^: 

Minimum: 



Maximum: 



# of days groups work 
Usually: 
Minimum: 
Maximum: 



2k. How long per day (how many minutes) does each skill group 
generally work? 

Usually: 

Minimum: 

Maximum: 



21. When a skill grouping period is over and new groups are formed, 

how does (if it does) the group composition change? (e.g., generally 
th^ same students are together again and again — it does not change; 
the groups are very different each time). 



2m. How, if so, are the skills being taught related to content areas ,^ 

Be specific! E.g., (1) whatever skills the content naturally includes 
are the skills^ taught, regardless of individual student mastery /non- 
mastery records, (2) ^f the content includes a sl^lll the student 
needs, h*e receives instruction; if he is already a master, -hfe is 

simply excused or, he works on activities applying the skill... etc. 

(3) students receive instruction only in skills they have not mastered; 
then applications ^are "found'*' in the cont^t areas, (4) content is ^ 
developed to "fit" the Study. Skills so that both instruction and 
application are closely related ^to content, (5) skills are taught 
separately from any content and when they come up naturally l^ter 
they are reinforced; otherwise they are essentially dropped. 
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^Give an example of your -answer for Maps: 
Graphs ot Tables; ^ 



Reference Skills: ' I 



Why did you decide to use this particular approach to relating the 
Study Skills to content areas? (e.g., covering the textbook is 
required). 



What are the successes and the problems associated with this 
approach? 



Successes: 



^ Problems: 



/ 



How ^e'the SS Resource Files us^d in conj*unction with this approach? 
(i.e., which commercially-available keyed items are actually used? 
Which inserts are u3ed? Are the inserts changed to fit local 
content? VQiat are the Resource File inadequacies?) " 

2n. When, exactly does postassessment occur? (E.g., when eacli individual 
* student is ready; when the grouping period- is over* regardless of 
when individual students complete the skill; every two. months or 
- so several skills are assessed) Who performs it? 

^ ***** - 

Are' any students even excused from assessment? Why? 

¥ 

2o. How did placement for PT's, TO's take place? -How does instruction 
and assessment proceed for these skills? Is the reqord chart used? 

2p. Are the profile cards notched? If so, when? 

• \ - ' . \ 

2q. Are the profile cards, actually skewered ^or grouping purposes? 

2r. If not, how and wfien^ if ever, are they used. (e#g,*^ is growth chart 
used?) 

\, ■ 

4 

2s. What are the important differences between M, G & T '^nd R implementatibn 



relative to the questions^ just discussed? 



.Er|c' . ^ .^3 
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2t. How is the school librarian or IMC director iiArolved in SS instruction, 

? 

) 



particularly for R skills? Be Specific! 



STUDENT PROGRESS 



Note to interviewer:' The interviewee will have been asked to have 

his unit (homeroom, whatever) profiler cards 
^ with him if possible. 

3a. On the average, how many M, G & T skills has each child , mastered 
since break- in? 

Estimated Average: 

^ Maximum: 

y Minimum: 

/ 

3b. On the average, how many R skills has each child mastered since 
break- in? 

Estimated Averaged * . - * ' 

Maximum: ^ . * 

Minimum: ^ 



3c. What Mi- G .& T skill loss did you nptice after the stimmer ? (Note here 
^ whether there had been actual M, G & T instructton or whether the 
loss was> related only to break- in status.) 



3d. ' Have you noticed M, G & T or R skill loss after a child had b^een 
assessed a master (after instruction) 'this fall? 



3e. What evidence do you have that students can (or cannot) apply 
skills they haye mastered? 

3f. ^Is progress generally "even" ifu M, G & T and R skills? What 

efforts do you make;to keep it "even"? (e.g.-, if a cM^ is 'at C 
level in M, G & T ±4 he also at C level in R?) ^ 



GENERAL INFORMATION 

4a. How could the local Study Skills Ins^rvlce ses^ons have been 

• of more help to you? 

4b. .What are*you currently doing in the way of expanding the SS 

Resource Files? Specify whether you are adding Vinserts" ar^/or 

* keying local texts, audio-visual ai<fs, ett., 



4c What is yo\jr student's general attitude tward the SS activities? 
tests? ' ' 



4d. What is your unit (grade level) staff's general attitude toward' 
the SS program? ' ^ 



4d. Can you give us. some examples — including actual duplicating maate 
of good Study Skills activities, expecially good teinf orcement 
activities and good independent activities; May we- get your 
written permission at *a later date to copy them? 

4^ Whit is your- reaction to the 2-sided profile* card? ' (e.g. , ^should 

the label be printed only on one sid^; should one sid^ be completely 
blank?) 

4g. . What errors in the resou^rce file folders, inserts, tests, and 
test manuals have you noted? Be specific! 



Any reactions to the two color test 'manuals? 

<* 

GENERAL REMINDERS ,T0 INTERVIEWER 

(1) Collect comment cards 

(2) Collect duplicating masters, etc. - ' ; 

(3) Collect remaining t^st up/.test down summaries. 



Instrument 8 



Comment Card • 
Study Skills 



Date 



Name 



School 



Material affected (be specific, e.g., include page number, level, 
skill number). \ 

Question/Problem* ' 



Do you have any recommendations? 



Success 
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MAPS, GRAPHS AND T^IES 5?ESTING PROGRAM IN SCHOOLS WITH 
READING ACi^IE^^iSpfT*AT'^OR ABOVE GRADE LEVEL 
. . Pall 1971 

. . -7. . 

GRADE 1 
No tests 



GRADE 2 



Break- in* 



Wisconsin T.ests of Reading Skill Development: 



Level B 



Break- in 



GRADE 3' 

Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development: Level C 



Sitting I** 



B 5 Measurementr .distemce (2^0)*** 
B 6^ Picture graphs {IS) - \. 
B 7 Single column. tables (15) 



Sitting' II 



Iowa Tests of Basic Skills': Level 9 
Graphs, Tables (20) _ 



GRADE 4 



Sitting I 



Sitting II 



B 5 Measurement: ^ distemce (10) 
C 7. Measuremient: distemce (15) 
D 5 Scale: whole units (20) 



B 3 Picture grid (15) 

C 4 Street grid (15) 

D 3' Number - letter grid (15) 



Sitting III 



B' 6 • 'Picture^ graphs (15) 
C 8 Pietur^ graphs (15) 
D er Picture graphs (16) 
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* *BrecJc-in tfests are administered at a* slightly different- point in time than 

• , the sittings specified for other tests,. ' , ' 

**While all pupils above grade 1 are administreed some' level of test -at Jbreak-in, 
only those levels taken by the specified age/grade groups are used in the 
. evaluative analyses. ' . * ► . * 

***Numbers in parentheses are testing times. For standardized tests the times 
Q are specific; for the Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development the times 
are estimatred. 



i.'4 



Sitting IV 



J 



Iowa Tests of Basic Skills: ^ev^l 10 

Maps (30) ' ' 

Graphs, Tables (20) 



Bj:ea3c-in 



Sitting I 



GRADE 5 * 

Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development: Level D 

s ■ ■ . ' 

C 10 Multicolumn tables (15) 
D 9 Multicolumn tables (15) 
E 7 Multicolumn tables (20) 



Sitting II 



Sitting I 



Sitting il 



Iowa Tests of Basic, Skills: Level 11 

Maps (30) * ' 

Graphs, Tables (20) 

: GRADE 6 

Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development 

D 1 ' Nonpictorial symbols ('20) 
E 1 Point & line symbols (15) 
F 1 Point, line, area symbols '(20) 




Wisconsin Tests^f Reading Skill development 



D 5 
E 4 
F 4 



Scale: 
Strale: 
Scale: 



whole units (20) .| 
mult, whole units (15) n 
fractional units (15) ^^'^^ 



.Sitting III 



Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development 

D 7 Bar graphs (15) 
E 6 Bat graphs (15) 
F 5 Bar graphs (15) 



Sitt;p.ng IV 



Iowa Tests of Basic Skills: Level 12 - 

Waps (30) * 

Graphs, Tables (20) 



> 



i Jo 
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MAPS, GRAfHS AND TABLES T'ES^'ING PROPPAM IN SCHOOLS WITH 
. * READING ACHIEVEMENT BELOW GRADE LEVEL 
Fall 1971 



• GRADE 3 



Sittipg I 



B 3 Fixture grid (15)' 

C 9 6ur graphs (15) 

C 10 ^^ticolumn tables (15) 



Sitting II 



B 5 Me4surement: distance (10) 

B 6 Picture graphs (15) 

B 7 Siagle column tables (15) - 



Sitting III 



Comprehensive Te^ts of Basic Skills, Level 1 Study 
Skills (26) 



GRADE. 4 



Sitting I • 



B 6 '^Piotiore graphs J[15) 
C' 8 Pictiare graphs (15) 
C 9 Bar graphs (15) 



Sitting' II 



B 5 Measiarement: distance (10) 
C 2 SemipjU:torial symbols (10) 
C 7 Measurement: distance (15) 



Sitting III 



Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Level 1 Study ^ 
Skills (26) ^ ^ 



Break-in 



GRADE 5 



Wisconsin fests of Reading Skill Development Level C 



Sitting I 



{ 

B 3 Picture grid (15) 

C 4 Streret grid (15) 

D 3 NumBfer - letter grid (15) 



Sitting II 



p 4 Ccirdinal directions (20) 
D 6 Picture graphs (15) 
D 8 Circle graphs (10) 



Sitting III 



Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Lev^l 2, 
Study Skills (25) 

i J o 



V 
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Break- in 



> GRAD? 6 

Wisconsin Tests of' Reading Skill'Developnent 



Sitting I 



C 10 , Multicoiumn tables (15) 
D 9 Multicolumn tables (15) 
e 7 Multicolumn tables (20) 



Sitting II ' 



C 2 
*D 1 

E 1 



Semipictorial symbols (10) 
Nonpictorial symbols (20) 
^oint & line symbols (15) 



Sitting III 



C 9 Bar graphs -(15) 
D 7 Bar graphs (15) 
E 6 Bar graphs (15) 



Sitting IV 



Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Level 2, 
Study Skills (25) 
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REFERENCE SKILLS TESTING PROGRAM IN ^SCHOOLS WITH ^ » ' 
. READING ACHIEVEMENT AT OR ABOVE GRADE ^ LEVEL 

Spring 1972 ' * . . 

GRADE 1 ' * . 




Sitting I 


Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development ' » . 






B 10 Written Directiops (15) 

B 16 Classifies Ideas (10) 

C 19 Judgments & Conclusions (10) - 

GRADE 2- . 




• 

Sitting I 


Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development 


\ 




C 12 Alphabetizes (15) - 

C 13 Book Skills (15) 

C 18 Ideas: Sequential Order (15) 




Sitting II 


Comprehensive Tests, of Basic Skills, Form Q Level 1 
Study Skills, Test 9 (26) 






• * 

GRADE 3 ' ' ' • 




Sitting I 


' Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development 






C 12 Alphabetizes (15) 
D 12 Alphabetizes (15) ^ 
E 9 Alphabetize? (15) 




Sitting II 


Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6 Level 9 

Test W-3: Knowledge and Use of Reference Materials (30) 

\ ^ 

\ Wisconsin Tests of Jteading Skill Development " , 






D 24 ^elects Relevant Materials (15) - . , 
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Sitting I 
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Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development 
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Sitting 1 



Sitting I. 



GRADE 1 

» 

, Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development 

^'B 11 tetters & Di^it^ (10) 
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GRADE 2^ . 

Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development 

B 10, , Written Directions (15) « 
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GRADE 3 
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Wisconsin Te^tsof Reading Skill Development 
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D,^ Indexes tl5) 

D 24 Selects Relevant Materials (15>'l. 
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QKADE 5 

Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development 

p 12 Alphabetizes (15) 
, D 15 Table of Contents (10)' 
D 22 Headings & Subheadings (10) 



Sitting II 



'Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Form Q Level 2 
Study Skills ,r Test 9: Using Reference Materials (16) 
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D 25 Checks Facts (15) 
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Wisconsin' Tests of Reading Skill Developnent 

C 12. Alphabetizes (15) 
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Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development 

D 13 Guide Words (15) 
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E 14 Library (15) 
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Study Skills Test 9: Using Reference* Materials (16) 
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WISCONSIN RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
CENTER FOR COGNITIVE LEARNING 



MISSION 



The mission of the Wisconsin Research and Development Center 
fot Cognitive LeamdLng is to help learners develop as rapidly 
and effectJ^vely as possible their potential as human beings 
and jas contributing members of society. The RfiD Renter is 
striving to fxilfill this goal by ' • 

• conducting reseeurch to discover more about 
how children learn , 

• developing improved instructional strategies, 
processes and materials for school adminis gators, 
teachers, and children, and 

• offering assistance to educators and citizens 
v^ich will help transfer the outcomes of research 
ancl development irfto practice 



PROGRAM - , 

The activities of the Wisconsin R&D Center are organized 
auround one unifying theme, Individualfy Guided Education. 

FUNDING ' ' " 

The Wisconsin R&D Center is supported with funds from the 
National Institute of Education; the Bureau of Education for * 
the Hemdicapped, U.S. Office of Education; euid the University 
of Wisconsin. 
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^ ' ^ ' ABSTRACT 

A field test of the precOTMjiercial version of the Study Skills 
^lament of' the Wisconsin Desigii for Reading , Skill Development ^ 
developed at the Wisconsin Research and E)evelof»nent Center for Cog- 
nitive Learning^ was conducted in 22 schools from 1971 to 1973. 
Seventeen of - the sciflools Wer^*^tuated in rural to suburbcui loca- 
tions and had prior reading achievement at or above national porms. 
Five were located in an inner-city area and had 'prior reading 
achievement below national norms. Half of the schools had a mul€i- 
unif organization and hAlf were organized on a sfelS-cpntained basisf. 

' The purposes of the field test were (1) to determine the effec- 
ti'il^eness of the program in terms of student achievement, (2) to 
TOcument the degree to which, recommended implementation procedures 
were followed,w (3) ;to determine the feasibility of the program for 
• the elem^ntary schobl/^and (4) to gather infbrmation aiseful for 
revisions. * - " 

The results of the fi^ld test were as follows: (1) Consistent 
, improvement was shown by Study Skills students on program- embedded 
and standardi4sed measures. ^ In all analyses schools with prior 
reading achievement be^jpw national norms showed greater improvement 
than schools with prior reading achievement above national norms. 
(2)- Overall implementation *was adequate but less than expected. 
Little relationship between adequacy of- inrplementation and achieve- 
ment w£is ^observed. (3) The program was generally well accepted, 
with some reservations in all cases. Schools with team orgeuii^** 
tion had the roost positive', outlook toward^ the program. (4) Forma- 
tive findings indicated a need tjb reorgemize and streamline 
the program. * * / , % - 

The field teht demonstrated that even with the many imperfec-^ ' 
tions of the preconpercial version, the Study SkilA program v^s^a 
viable eind effective addition'' to the elementary scHool curriculum. 
Although it had some drawbacks in terms of demands and priorities, 
teachers on the whole supported it because students enjoyed it and 
because the framework, by identifying essential skills, helped • * 
organize and' evaluate instruction which in many cases was' carried 
out previously on a casual basis, if at all. 
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APPENDIX F 



Comparative Performance on Program- Embedded Achievement 
Tests of Pupils, in Schools with Typical Performance below 
Grade Level Participating in the Map, Graph and Table Suhr 
y areas of Study Skills. Field Test, 1971-72 . 
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, GRADE 2 
RAW $CORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 



'Test,B3 — Picture Grid 
Number of It^s - 12 



Fall; 1971 



Fall, 1972 



1971-7 2 Change 



School 




Raw 


Percent 




Raw 


Percent 


Raw 


Percent 




N 


Score 


Masters 


N 


Score 


Masterp^ 
• 


Score 


Masters 


16 


f9 


5.3-5 


24.1 


29t 


7.24 


36.0 


1.89 


11.9 


17 


118 


6.78 


31.4 


23 


9.83 


65.2 


3.05 


33.8 


18 


115 


5.23 


19.2 


32 


' 9.09 


50. 0 


3.86 


30.8 


19 


62 


8.23 


53.2 ' 


29 


8.17 


44. 8 


-.06 


-B.4 


20 


180 


8.17 


40.0 


30 


8. 63 


50.0 


.46 


10.0 







AVERAGE 
RANGE 



LOW 



6.75 


33.6 


8. 59 


49.2 


1. 


84 


15.6 


5.23 


19.2 


7.24 


36.0 




06 


-8.4 


8.23 


53.2 


.9.83 


65.2 


3. 


86 


33.8 




Test B4 — 


Measurement: 


Size 










Number 


of Items - 


12 









School 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


N 


Raw 
^ Score 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 

Score • 


Percent 
Masters 

0 


16 


79 


9.23 


54.4 


29 


8.86 


34. 5 


-.37 


-19.9 


17 


•118 


9.63 


58.5 


29 
« 


9.66 


69.0 


.03 


10.5 


18 


116 


9.57 


56.9 


30 


9.33 


50.0 , 


-.24 


-6.9 


19 


63 


9.87* 


63,5 


30 


9.80 


56.7 


-.07 


-6.8. 


20 

t 


180 


9.57 


* 57.2 


31 


9.77 4 


71 ;0 


.20 


13.8 

i — ■ 


AVERAGE 




9.57 


58.1 




9.48 


56.2 


-.09 






fLOW 


9.23 


54.4 




8. 86 


34.5 


^-.37 


-19.9 


RANGE ( 


\ MGH 


9.87 • 


63.5 




"'^ 9.80 


71.0^/ 


.20 


13.8 
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GRADE" 2 

RAW SCORE MEAIJS AND PERCENT MASTERS' 

Test B5--Measurement; , JDistance 
It 

^Number of Items - 12 







Fall, 1971 






9 

Fall, 


1972 


1971-72 


Change 


School 




Raw 


Percent 




4 

Raw 


Percent 


Rav 


Percent - 




N 


Score 


Masters 


N 


'Score 


Masters 


Score 


Masters 


16 


76 


• 6.24 


11.8 


«25 


7.28 


24.0 


1.04- 


12.2 


17 


118 


7.33 


21.2 


23 


8.91 


56^5 


1.58 


35.3 


18 


116 


6.78 


19.0 


32 . 


9.84 


65.6 


3.06 


46.6 


19/ 


63 


8.40 


33.3 


29 


7.52 


41.4 


-.8S 


8.1 


20 


' 180 


7. 56 


24.4 


30 


8.57 


50.0 


1.01 


25. 6» 






7.26 


21.9 


. 8.42 


47.5 


1.16 


25.6 


LOW 


6.24 


11.8 


7.28 


24.0 


^ -.88 


8.1 


HIGH 


8.40 


'33.3 


9.84 


65.6 


3.06 


46.6 



Test B6 — Picture Graphs 
Numbef of Items - 14 
Fall, 1971 ' Fall, 1972 



1971-72 Change 



School 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


16 


76 


7.03 


9.2 


29 


11.07 


58.6 


4.04 


49.4 


17 


118 


9.02 


16.9 


29 


9.79 


27.6 


.77 


10.7 


18 


115 


7.57 


17. 3 


30 


7.47 


6.7 


-.10 


-10. 6 


19 


63 


10.14- 


41; 3 


30 


10.53 


60.0 


- .39 


18.7 


20 


180 * 


8. 52 


16.1 


31 


10.26 


45.2 


1.74 


29.1 



ERIC 



AVERAGE 



RANGE ^ 





8.45 


20.2 


9.82 


39.6 


1.37 


J 19.4 


LOW 


7.03 


9,2 


7.47 


6.7 


-.10 


-10.6 


HIGH 


10.14 


41.3 ' 


l\.07 


60.0 


4.04 


49.4 
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GRADE 2 

RAW .SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
Test B7--Single Column Tables 



Number of Items 



15 









Fall 


, 1971 




Fall , 


1972 


1971-72 


Change 


























School 




Raw • 


Percent 




Raw 




Percent 


Raw 


Percent 


* 




N 


Score 


Masters 


N 


Score 




Masters 


Score 


Masters 




16 


78 


6.28 


12 . 9 


25 


'8.44 




36 .P 


2, 16 


23, 1 




17 


118 


7.18 


13.6 


23 


8,13 




2^.1 


.95 


12, 5 




18 


115 


6.59, 


16.5 


32 


11.34 




59.4 


4,75 


42, 9 




19 


63 


9.60 ' 


42,9 


29 


6.48 




13.8 


-3.12 


-29. 1 




" 2t) 


180 


6.57 


6.7 




8.50 




30.0 


1.93 


23,3 






































































AVERAGE 




7.24 


18.5 




8.58 




33;i 


1,34 


ill, 6 






LOW 


6.28 


12.9 




6.48 




13.8 


-3,12 


-29.1 




RANGE / 
























HIGH 


•9.60 


42.9 




11.34 




59.4 


4.75 


42, 9 



4 



Test CI — Picture SymixDls* 
Number of Items - 12 







Fall, 1971 




Fall/ 


1972 


1971-72 


Chaage 


School 




Raw Percent 
Score Masters 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


16 






29 


5.52 


6,9 






17 






29 


8.72 


44.8 


• 




18 

r 






30 


5.97 


3,3 






19 






30 


8.33 


53,3 






20 




# 

r 


3] 


7.71 


32,3 







AVERAGE 



RANGE 



{ 



LOW 



HIGH 

*Not tested in 1971. 



7.2S 28,1 
5,52 3.3 
8.72' 53.3 
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GRADE 3 

i 

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
Test B3— Picture Grid 







* 


Number 


of I^ems. 


- 12 




• 


• J 


< 


Fall, 1971 


- 

- 




Fall, 


197 2 


1 07 i _ 7 T 


Change 


SchboV 


N 


Raw^ 


Percent 




Raw 


Percent 


Raw 


Percent 




Score 


Masters 


N • 


Score 

— I — ^ 


Masters 


Score 


Masters 


16 


28 


8. 07 . 


50. 0 


26 


10.31 


73.1 


2,24 , 


23,1 


1 7 


27 


8 , 56 


51 . 9 


26 


.10,38 


80, 8 


1.82 


28,9 


18 


25 




64.0 


29 


• 

9,86 


75,9 


, 10 


11.9 


19 


27 


8,22 


51,9 


27 


9,96 


74. 1 


1.74 


22,2 


20 


29 


8.86 


62. 1 


30 


11, 33 


90, 0 


2, 47 * 


27, > 


AVERAGE 




8,73 


56. 0 




10.37 


78.8 . 


1. 64 


22,8 




LOW 


.8, 07 


50. 0 




9,86 


73,1 


-.10 ' . 


11,9 


RANGE / 
















HIGH 


9.96 


64, 0 




11,33 


90, 0 


2,47 


28.9 



Test B5''--Measurement! Distance 
Number of Items - 12 







Pall, 1971 






Fall, 


1972 


1971- 


72 Change 


School 




Raw 


Percent 




Raw 


Percent 


Raw 


Percent 




N 


Score . 


Masters 


N 


Score 


Masters 


Score 


Masters 


16 


28 


7. 04 


25.0 ' 


27 


9. 59 


55,6 


-2. 55 


30.6 


17 


27 


8.^22 


44.4 


26 




53. fe 


1. 55 


9.4 


18 


24 


7, 67 


25.0 


32 


. 9.50 


59.4 


1,83 


34,4 


19 


23 


9,48 


69.6 


29 


10.00 


69. 0 


, 52 


-,6 


20 


26 


10,77 


76.9 


30 

% ' 


9.8 3 . 


63.3 


-.94 


yl3.6 


AVERAGE 




8.64 


48.2 




9.74 


A 

60.2 


1,10 


12.0 * 




LOW 


7,04 


25.0 




9.5ff 


53.8 


-,94 


-13,6 


RANGE 1 
















^HIGH 


10.77 


76.9 




10.00 


69, 0 


2.5S 


34.4 



1..8 
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, GPADE 3 

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
Test B6--Picture Graphs 
Number of Items - 14 

/ ' 







Fall, 


1971 




Fall, 1972 




1971-72 


Change 


School 




Raw 


Percent 




Raw 


Percent 


Raw 


Percent ^ 




N 


Score 


Masters 


N 


Score 


Masters 


Score 


Masters 


16 


28 


8.29 


17.9 


27 


10.15 


37.0 


1.86 


19.1 


17 


27 ^ 


9.96 


29.6 


26 


13.19 


84.6 


3.23 


55.0 . 


18 


24 


10.33 


37.5. 


32 

4 


11.25 


59.4 


.92 


21.9 


19 


23 


11.17 


60.9 


'29 . 


' 12.07 


69.0 


.90 


8.1 


20 


26 


10.J3 


38.5 * 


30 


12.07 ' 


70.0 


1.34 


31.5 



AVERAGE 



RANGE 



{ 



LOW 



10.09 


36. 9 


11.75 


-64.0 


1.66 


27.1 


8.29 


17. 9 


10.15 


37. 0 


.90 


8.1 


11.17 


60.9 


13:19 


84. 6^ 


3.23 


55.0 




Test B7 


— *Single Column 


Tables 







Number of Items - 15 







Fall, 


1971 




Fall, 


1972 


1971-72 


Change 




School 




Raw 


Percent 




Raw 


Percent 


Ra:w 


Percent 






N 


Score 


Masters 


N 


Score 


Masters 


Score ' 


Masters 




16 


28 


^ 6.50 


10.7 


27 


9.96 


44.4 


3.46 


33.7 




17 


27 


8.81 


33.3 


26 


12.81 


84.6 


4.00 


51.3 




18 


24 


7.25* 


20.8 


32 ' 


10.12 


56.3 


2.87 


35.5 




1? 


23 


8.96 


30.4 


29 ' 


11.62 


62.3^ 


2.66 


31.7 




20 


26 


8.58 


30.8 


30 


11.90 


60.0 


3.32 


29.2 





AVERAGE 



RANtiE 




8.02 


25.2 




11.28 


61.5 


3.26 


36.3 


6.50 


10.7 




9.96 


44.4 


2.66 


29.2- 


'8.96 


33.3 




12.81, 


84.6 


4.00 


51.3 



ERIC 



GRADE 3 

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 



Tp»st C9 — Bar Graphs 
Number of Items - 12 







Fall, 


1971 


• 


Fall, 


1972 


1971-72 


Change 




School 


N 


Raw 

Score 


Percent 
Masters 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 




16 


28 


9.29 


57.1 


26 


8.12 


53,8 


-1,17 


- 3,3 




17 


27 


6.Q7 


37.0 


26 


9.96 


73,1 


3,89 


36.1 




• 18 


25 


10.64 


76.0 


29 


7,93 


41.4 


-2,71 


-34,6 




19 


27 


8. 67 


55. 6 


27 


8.70 


DD m 0 


, 0 J 


. u 




20 


29 


7.93 


41.4 


30 


9,73 


73, 3 


1-80 

V 


31.9 ^ 




AVERAGE 


8.52 


53.4 




8.89 


59,4 


,37 


6.0 




RANGE 1 


^LOW 
HIGH 


6. 07 
10.64 


37.0 
7§.0 




7,93 
9,96 


41,4 
73,3 


-2,71 
3,89 


-34.6 
36.1 










Test CIO 


— Multicolumn 
















Number 


of Items 














Fall, 


1971 




Fair, 


1972 


1SI71-72 


Change 




School , 




Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


N 


Raw 

Score 


Percent 
Masters 
* 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 




16 


28 


10.57 


46.4 


26 


7,46 


11,5 


-3,11 


-34.9. 




17 


27 


6. 85 


11.1 


26 


. 11,00 


50.0 


4.15 


3^.9 




18 


25 


8.9^ 


28.0 


29 


9.79 


31,0 


.87 


3.0 




19 


27 


9.19 


33.3 


27 


8,30 


25,9 


- ,89 


- 7,4 




20 


29 


8.31 


\ 24.1 


30 


10,27 


33,3 


1.96 


9.2 




AVERAGE 


8.77 


28.6 




9,36 


30,3 


.59 


.1.7 




RANGED 


Ilow 
\high 


6./85 
10.57° 


11.1 
46.4 




7,-46 
11,00 


11,5 
50.0 


-3.11 
4.15 


-34.9 
38,9 " 
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GRADE 4 

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT "MASTERS 
Test B5 — Measurement: Distance 
c Number of Items - 12 







Pall,. 


1971 




Pall, 


1972 


1971-72 


Change 


School 


N 


Raw 

Score 


Percent 
Masters 


N 


Raw 
Score 


f>ercent 
Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


16 


30 


9.87 




27 


10.44 


74.1 


' .57 


4.1 


17 


26 


9.54 


' 53.8 


27- 


10.33 


74.1 


-.79 


20.3 


18 


28 


* 10.11 


■ 67 . 9 


30 


10.60 


80^0 


.49 ' 


12.1 


19 


20 


10.63 


80.0 


18 


10.17 


.72.2 


-..48 


- V.8 


20' 


25 


10.08 


72.0 


30 


10.07 


70.0 


-\oi 


- 2.0 



AVERAGE 
RANGE 



{ 



LOW 



10.05 


68. 7 


10.32 


74.1 


.27 


5.4 


9.54 


53.8 


10.07 


70.0 . 


- .48 


- 7.8 


10.65 


80.0 


10.60 


80.0 


.79 


20.3 



Test B6T-Picture Graphs 
Niimber of Items - 14 



Pall, 1971 



AVERAGE 



RANGE 



Pall, 1972 



1971-72 Change 



School 


N 


Raw 

Score 


Percent 
Masters 


N 


Raw W 
ScoreK 


^ Percent 
^ Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


16 


29 


10.28 


44.8 


27 


13.30 


92. 6 


3.02 


47I8 


17 


28' 


12.96 


85.7 


29 


13.24 


" 96. 6 


.28 


10.9 


18 


26 


, 11.08 




30 


12.90 


83.3 


1.82 


37.1 


19 


21 


12.81 


85.7 


19 


13.16 


94.7 


.35 


9.0 


20 


29 


12.93 


^ 82.8 


30 


13.00 


90. 0 


.07 


7.2 



12.01 69^Ci 
LOW 10.28 4#. 8 

HIGH 12.96 85.7 



13.12 


91. 


4 


1.11 


22 


4 


12.90 


83. 


3' 


.07 


7. 


2 


13.30 


96. 


6 


3.02 


47 


8 



ERIC 



ioi 



GKADE 4 

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
Test C2 — Semipictorial Symbols 
Number of Items - 14 







Fall, 


1971 




Fall, 


1972 , 




1971-72 


Change 


School 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
'Masters 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percervt 
Masters 


16 


30 


7.83 


23.3 ^ 


27 


9.11 


14. 


8 


1.28 


- 8.5 


17 


26 


8.73 


19.2 


27 


9.41 


37. 


0 


.68 


17. 8L 


18 


28 


7.39 


14.^3 


30 


9.50 


26. 


7 


2?ll 


12.4 


19 


20 


10.10 


45.0 


18 


9.78 


33. 


3 


- ,32 


-11.7 


20 


25 


8.60 


20.0 


30 

f 


8.^ 


16 


7 


.10 


- 3.3 



AVERAGE 




8.53 


24.4 




. 9.30 


25.7 


.77 


1'.3 




"low 


7. .39 


*14.3 




8.70 


14.8 


- .32 


-11.7 


^RANGE ^ 




















HIGH 


10.10 


45.0 




9.7a 


37.0 


2.11 


17.8 








Test C7- 


-Measurement.' 


Distance 












Number of 


Iteifis - 


15 










Fall, 


1971 




Fall, 


1972 


1971-72 


Change 


School 




Raw 


Percent 




. Raw 


Percent 


Raw 


Percent 




N 


Score 


Masters 


N 


Score 


Masters 


Score 


Masters 


16 


1 

30 


-7.40 


13.3 


27 


8:30 


7.4 


.90 


- 5.9 


17 


26 


6. 81 


. 11.5 


27 


8. 07 


11.1 


1. 26 


- .4 


18 


28 


7.43 


3.6 


30 


7.53 


6.7 


.10 


3.1 


19 


20 


7.95 


5.0 


18 ^ 


7.78 


11.1 


- .17 


6.1 


20 


25 


8.04 


8.0 


30 


7.43 


6.7 


- .61 


- 1.3 



t 

AVERAGE 7.53 8.3 7.8.2 ^8.6 .29" 0.3 

fLOW 6.81 3.6 7.43 ' 6.7 - .^1 - 5.9 

HIGH 8. 04 13.3 8. 30 11.1 1. 26 6.1 



/ 



ij2 

r 



-'GRADE 4 

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
Test C8 — Picture Graphs 
Number of Items - 15 



121 







Fall, 


1971 




Fall, . 


1972 




1971-7^ 


Change 


School 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


e 

N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 
S^ore 


percent 
Masters , 


16 


29 


7.72 


17.2 
♦ 


27 


7 .216- 


11, 


1 


.46 


- 6.1 


17 


28 


8.89 


28.6 


29 


8.48 


27, 


6 


- .41 


- 1.0 


18 


26 


4. 77 


7. 7 


30 


7.37 


20 


0 


2.60' 


12.3 


19 


21 


8.90 


33.3 


19 


8.47 


26, 


3 


- .4T 


- 7.0 


20 


29 


5. .72 


10. 3 


30 


7. 70 


26 


7 


1.98 


16.4 



AVERAGE 



RANGE 




7, 


20 


19 


4. . 


7.86 


22, 


3 


.66 


2.9 






7 


7 * 


7.26 


• 11, 


1 


- .46 


- 7.0 


8 


90 


33 


3 


8.48 


27, 


6 


2.60 


16.4 



Test C9 — Bar Graphs 











Number of 


Items - 


■ 12 




# 








Fall, 


1971 






Fall, 


1972 




1971-72 


Change 


School 


N 


Raw 

Score 


Percent 
Masters 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


16 


29 


6.66 


37, 


9 


27 


10.33 


77, 


8 


.3.67 


39.9 


' 17 


28 


10.21 


78, 


6 


29 


10.31 


82, 


8- 


.10 


4.2 


18 


26 . 


7.27 


38, 


5 


30 


9.47 


66, 


7 


2.20 


28.2 


1^ 


21 


10.57 


85 


7 


19 


9.32 


68, 


4 ' 


-1.25 


-17.3 


20 


29 


9. 72 


65 


5 


30 


10.50 


76, 


1 


.78 


11.2 



AVERAGE 



LOW 
f 



8. 


89 


61, 


2 


9.99 


74, 


5 


1 


10 


13, 


3 


6, 


66 


37, 


9 


9.32 


66 


7 


-1 


25 


-17 


3 


10 


57 


B5, 


7 


10.50 


. 82 


8 


3 


67 


39 


9 



1 
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GRADE 5 

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 









Test 


B3- 


"Picture 


Grid 






• 






i Number 


of Items 


- 12 






• 




Fall^ 


1971 




Fall, 


1972 


1971-72 


Change 


Schcx)l 




Raw 

Scoirc 


Percent 
Masters 


N 


• Raw 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 

Scoz^e 


Percent 

|uf a e V e 

nasuer s 


16 


27 


9. 81 


66.7 


27 


10.85 


77. 8 ' 


1.04 


11.1 


17 


25 


10.84 


80.0 


28 


10.71 


82.1 


- .13 


2.1 


l8 


29 


9.62 


65.5 


30 


11.10 


93.3 


1.48 


27.8 


19 


28* 


10.96 


85.7 


17 


11.76 


lop.o ^ 

71.4 


' .80 


14.3 


20 ; 


^27 


10.67 


85.2 


28 


10.07 


- .60 


-13.8 



AVERAGE 



RANGE 




J6.6 
65.5 
85.7 



10.90 84.9 .52 . 8.3 

10.07 71.4 - .60. , -13.8 

11.76 100.0 1.48 27.8. 



Test C4— Street Grid 
Nijmber of Items - 12 







Fall, 


1971 




Fall, 


1972 


1971-72 


Change 


School 




Raw 


Percent 




Raw 


Percent 


Raw 


Percent 






Score 


Masters 


H 


Score 


Masters 


Score 


Masters 


16 


27 


6.78 


7.4 


27 


8.37 


37.0 


1.59 


. 29.6 


17 


25 


7.20 


28.0 


28 


8.32 


35,7 


1.12 


7.7 


18 


29 


7.00 


20.7 


30 


6.73 


20.0 


- .27 


- .7 


19 


28 


7.93 


28.6 


17 


9.65 


58.8 


1.72 


30.2 


20 


27 


' 7.48 


18.5 


28 


8.25 


42.9 


.77 


24.4 




20.6 
7.4 
28.6 















8 


26 


38.9 


.99 


18 


3 


6 


73 


20.0 


- .27 




7 


9. 


65 


58.8 


1.72 


30 


.2 



ERIC 



1 j4 
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GRADE 5 

. RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
Test D3 — Number-Letter Grid 
Number of Items- 16 







Fall, 


1971 




Fall, 


1972 


1971-72 


Change 


School 




Raw 


Percent 




Raw 


Percent 


Raw^ 


Percent 




N 


Score 


Masters 


N 


Score 


Masters 


Score 


Masters 


16 ' 


27 


8.74 
• 


22.2 • 


27 


11 


^ 37.0 


> 

2.37 


14.8 


17 


25 


9. 36 


28.0 


28 


11.96 


46.4 


2.60 


18.4 t 


' .18 


29 


8. 52 


13.8 


30 


8.87 


20.0 


.3*5 


6.2 


19 


28 


- 9.71 


32.1 


17 


12.06 


41.2 


2.35 


9.1 


20 


27 


8.67 


14.8 


2a 


11.11 


. 42.9 


2.44 


28.1 



AVERAGE 




9. 00 


22.2 




11.02 


37.5 


2.02 


15.3 






8.52 


13.8 - 




8. 87 


20.Q 


.35 


6.2 


RANGE i 




















, HIGH 


9.71 


^32.1 




12.06 


46^.4 


2.60 


28.1 








Test D4- 


-Cardinal Directions 












, Number of 


Itens - 


15 










Fall, 


1971 




Fall, 


1972 


1971-72 


Change 


School 




Raw 


Percent 




Raw 


Percent 


Raw 


Percent 




N 


Score 


Masters 


N 


Score 


Masters 


Score 


Masters 


16 


29 


7.10 


20.7 


26 


9.96 


46.2 


2.86 


25.5 


17 


26 


9.04 


26.9 


29 


8.28 


27.6 


- .76 


.7 


18 


28 


8.18 


21.4 


31 


9.90 


38.7 


1.72 


17.3 


19 


29 


8. 38 


27.6 


18 


9.22 


27. 8 


.84 




















-.::r 


20 


28 


9.21 


32.1 


30 


9.53 


30.0 


.32 





AVERAGE 8.38 25.7 9.38 34.1 1.00 8.4 

fLOW 7.10 20.7 8.28 27.6 - .76 * - 2.1 

HIGH 9.21 32.1 9.96 46.2 2.86 25. 5^ 



ERLC 
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'.GRADE 5 

RAW ^CORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
Test D6 — Picture Graphs 
Number of Items - 15 





• 


Fall, 


1971 

Percent 
Masters 




Fall, 


1972 


1971-72 


Change ' 


School 


N 


Raw 
Score 


N 

♦ 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


16 


29 


4. 83 


10.3 


26 


6.88 


7.7 


2.05 


- 2.6 


17 


, 26 


7.50 


26.9 


29 


7.72 


27.6 


.22 


,7 ' 


. 18 


28 


5.50 


10^7 


31, 


8.13 


35.5 


- 2.63 


24.8 


19 


' 29 


7.62 


27. 6 


18 


8.61 


33.3 


;99 


5.7 


20 


28 


8.00 


28.6 


30 


8.90 


30.0 


.90 


1.4 



AVERAGE 


6.69 


20. 8 




8.05 


26.8 


1.36 


6,0 


-RANGE ^ 


LOW 
HJGH 


4.83 
8. 00 


10. 3 
28. 6 




6.88 
8.90 


' 7.7 
35.5 


.22 
2.63 


- 2.6 
24.8 • 








Test 


D8— 


•Circle Graphs 












Number 


of Items 


- 12 








Fall, 


1971 




' Fallv 


1972 


1971-72 


Change 


School 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


N 


Raw 
score 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw ^ 
Sc^l:^^ 


Petcent 
Masters 


16 


2*9 


5.24 


17.2 


26^ 


5.35 


15.4 


.11 


1.8 


17 


26 


7.46 


23.1 


29 


6.76 


17.2 


- .70 


^ 5.9 


18 


28 


6.04 


14. 3 


31 


6.55 


32.3 


.51 


18.^ 


19 


29 


6.83 


20.7 


18 


7.50 


33.3 ^ 


.67 


12.6 


20 


28 


6.75 


25. 0 


30 


7.37 


20.0 


.62 


- 5.0 



AVERAGE 



RANGE 



j^LOW 
^HIGH 



6.46 
5.24 
7.46 



20.1 
14. 3 



25^0 



6.71 


23.6 


.25 


3.5 


5.35 


15.4 


- .70 


- 5.9 


7.50 


33.3 


.67 


18.0 



ERIC 



i JO 



125 



f . GRAp^ 6 

RAW SCORE MEANS AND , PERCENT MASTERS 
Test C2~Semipxctorial Symbols 
NtmO^ej: of Items - 14' , 



Fall, 1971 



JElAlX,/ 1972 ' 



School 



N 



Raw 
Score 



Percent 
Masters 



Raw Percent ^Raw Pfercgnt 



Score 



Masters 



1971-72 Change ^ 
Score MasTOrs 



16 
17 
18 
19 
20 



22 
34 
24 
28 
i2 



10.36 
H.27 
10.17 
11.28 
10.88 



59.1 
67.6 
.50. 
60.7 
56^.3 



28 
,26 
29 
28 
30 



12.14 
11.73 
11.90 
11.46 
12.13 



67.9 
61.5 
79.3 
64.3 
76.7 



1.78 
.46 

1.73 
.18 

1.25 



8.8 

6.1 
29.3 

3.6 

20^.4 



AVERAGE 




10. V9 . 


58.7 


11.87 


69.9 


1.08 


; 11.2 


10 .17 


50.0 


11.46 


61.5 


,.18 


- 6.1 


li:28 


' 67.6 


12.14 


79.3 


1.78 


29.3 



Fall, 1971 



► Test C9 — Bar Graphs 
Number of ft3ns - 12- 

Tall, 1972. 



. J971-72 Change 



School 




Raw 


Percent 




Raw 


Percent 


Raw 


Percent 




N 


Score 


Masters 




Score 


Masters 


Score 


Masters 


■ T 


24 


9.46 


62.5 
< 


28 


10.25 




' ' .79 


16.1 


1X7 


32 , 


9.31 


68.8 


24 


11.17 


■ 91.7 


,1.86 


22. 9 


18 


'25 


'9.12 


■ 6a. 0 


29 


9.45 


69.0 ^ 




9.0 


19 




t 






t 








} 20 


31 


9.77 


71.0 


29 


10. 3r 


72.4 


.54 


1.4 




65.6 
60.0 
71.0. 



10.30 


77.9 


. .89 


, 12.3 , 


9.45 


69.0 


,33 


1.4 ^ 


11.17 


'91:7 


1.86 


22.9 



ERIC 



'GRADE 6 

RAW SCORE. MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
Test CiO— MultiColumn Tables 
' Number of Items - 15 







Fall, 


1971 




Fall 




1 Q7 1 —79 


cnang^e 


School 


4 


Raw 


Pet cent 




Raw 


' Percent 


Raw 


Percent 




N 


Score 


Masters 


N ' 


Score 


Masters 


Score 


Masters 


— ' '—^ 

16 


24 


^11.33 


6-2.5 


26 


11,69 


57.7 

r 


.36 ^ 


- 4.8 - 


17 


29 


12.07 


.72-4 


28 


13.54 


89.3 


lv.47'- 


16.9 


18 


25 


9.76 


48.0 


29 


11.31 


65.5 


1.55^ 


17.5 


' 19 




t 




9ft 


12.39 


75,0 






20 


29 


10.66 


41.4 


30 


12.57 


73.3 . 


1 Ql 




AVERAGE 


. 10.95 


56.1 




, , 12.30, 


72.2 


1.32^^ 


15.4^ 




' LOW 


9.76 


41.4 




11.31 


57.7 


.36 


- 4.8 


RANGE ^ 












&9 ."j 




t 




HIGH 


12.07 


72.4 




13.54 


1.91.^ 


^^31.9 




' tN|p 


data? 


k 














Based on four, rather 


than 


' five schools. 












Tedt Dl 


— ^Nonpictorial Symbols 
« 


- * 


• 








' Number of Items 


- 14 


* 








Fall, 


1971 




Fall/ 


19 72 


1 07 1—7 0 


Change 


^School 




Raw 


Percent 




Raw 


Percent 


Raw 


PeXcjsnt 




N 


Score 


Masters 


N 


Score 


Masters 


Score 


Mast'ers 




K2 


8.00 


9.1 


28 


10^.18 


4:^.9 


2.18 


33,*. 8 


17 


34 

> 


10.18 


4-1.2 ^ 




lo.d; 


38.5 


- .06 


- 2.7 


18 


24 


8.25 


8.3 


29 


10.41 


51.7 


2.16 


43. 4 


19 


28 ^ 


9.92 


32.1 


28 


10.00 


39.3 


.08 


7.2 


20 


' 32 


tl0.13 


40* 6 


30 


9.93 


26.7 


- .20 


-13.9 



AVERAGE 



RANGE 



9.29 
LOW 8.00 
HIGH' 10.18 



26.3 
8.3 
41.2 



10.13' 


39.8 


.84 


13.5 


9. .93 


26.7 


- .20 

• 


-13.9 


10.41 


51.7 


2.18 


43.-4 



GRADE 6 

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
.Test D7 — Bar Graphs 









Number of 


Items - 


15 


*• 








Fall, 






Fall, 


1972 


1971-72 


Change 


School 




' Raw 


Percent 




Raw 


Percervt 


Raw 


Percent^. 




N 


Score 


Masters 


N 


Score 


Masters 


Score 


Masters 


16 


24 


9.33 


33.3 


28 


10.14 


42.9 


.81 


9.6 


17 


32 


'9.28 


40.6 


24 


10.46 


50.6 . 


1.18 


9.4 


' 18 


25 


8.16 


24.0 


29 


9.59 


48.3 


1.43 


24.3 






t 




7 


t 








20 


31 


9'. 68 


38\7 


29- 


9.90 


41.4 


.22 


2.7 ' 



AVERAGE 




9.11 


34.2 




10.02 


45.7 


.91 


11.5 




RANGE 1 


" LOW 
^ilGH 


8.16 
9.68 


^4.0 
40.6 




.9'. 59 ^ 
10.46 


41.4 

50.0 


.22 
1.43 


2.7 
24.3 










Test D9 — Multicolumn 


Tables 














Number of 


Items - 


15 




« 








Fall, 


» 

1971 




Fall, 1972 


197|l-72 


Change 




School 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


. N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Maisters 




16 


u 


5.33 


.0 


26 


6.73 


i9.2 


1.40 


19.2 




17 


29 


6.17 


10.3 


28 


8.54 


28.6 


2.37 


18.3 




18 


25 


4.48 


.0 


29 


6.76 


10.3 


2.28 


10. i 




19 




t 




28 


7.64 


17.9 






• 


20 


29 


6.00 


3.4 


30 


6.40 


10.0. 


.40 


6.6 






AVERAGE 
RANGE { 


'low 

HIGH 


5.49 
4.48 
6.17 


3-4 
.0 
10.3 




7.21 
6.40 ^ 
8.54 


17.2 
10.0 
28.6 


1.61^ 

.40 
2.37 


;L3.6^ 

6.6 
19.2 





*tNo data. 

^Based on four, rather, than five schools. 
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GKADE 6 

^ RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 

/mbol/ 



Test El — Point & Line S, 
Number of Items 



.ne Sypbc 







Fall, 


1971 


/ 


Fall, 


1^« 


1971-72 

* 


' Change 


School 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Masters 


N 


Raw 
Sc<A:e 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percent * 
Masters 


16 


22 


6.18 


' 13.6 


28 


€.75 


10.7 


.57^ 


- 2.9 


• 17 


34 


8.18 


14.7 


26 


6«58 


7.7 


-1.60 


^ - 7.0 


18 


24 


6.08 


.0 


29 


7.72 


13.8 


1.64 


13.8 


19 


28 


6.79 


14.3 


28 


8.39 


21.4 


1.60 


7.1 


20 


32 


7.06 


9.4 


30 


•6.30 


6,7 


- .76 


- 2.7 


AVERAGE 


6.85 


10.4 




7.15 


12.1 


.30 


1.7 


RANGE ^ 


LOW * 


6.08 


.0 




6.30 


6.7 


-1.60 


- 7.0 




HIGH 


8.18 


14.7 




8.39 


21.4 


1.64 


13.8 



Test E6 — Bar Graphs 
Number of Items - 20 







Fall, 


1971 




Fall, 


19 72 


1971-72 


Change 


School 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


N 


Raw 

Score 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


16 


24 


7.92 


.0 


28 


7.79 


.7.1 


- .13 


7.1 


17 


32 


8.59 


12.5 


24 


10.08 


8.3 


1.49 


- 4.2 


18 . 


25 


8.80 


12.0 


29 


8.21 


■ .0 


- .59 


^-12.0 


19 




t 






t 






^ ^ _ _ m 


20 


31 


9.10 


6.5 


29 


9.34 


10.3 


.24 


' 3.8 


AVERAGE 


8.60 


7.8 




8.86 


6.4 


.26 


- 1.4 


RANGE- ^ 


LOW 


7.92 


.0 




7.79 


.0 


- .59 


-12.0 




HIGH 


,9.10 


12.5 




10.08 


10.3 


1.49 


7.1 




* tNo 


data. 






• 






f 



GRADE 6 

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
Test E7 — Hulticolumn Tables 
fs Number of Items - 20 



School 


N 


Fall, 

Raw 

Score 


1971 

Percent^ 
Masters 


1 

N 


Fall, 

Raw 
Score 


1972 

Percent 
Masters 


1971-72 Changie 

Raw Percent 
Score Masters 


16 


24 


5.58 


4.2 


26 


6.88 


7.7 


1.30 


3.5 




17 


29 


6.93 


3.4 


28 


9.29 


25,0 


2.36 


21.6 




18 


25 


6.16 


.0 


29 


8.41 


3.4 


2.25 


3.4 




19 




t 




28 


9.18 


' 10.7 








20 


29 


7.31 


6.9 


30 


6.97 


6.7 


- .34 


- .2 




AVERAGE 
RANG^ / 


' LOW 
HIGH 


6.49 
5.58 
7.31 


3.6 
.0 
6.9 




8.15 
6.88 
9.29 


10.7 
3.4 
25.0 


1.39^ 
- .34 
2.36 ' 


- 7.1^ 

- .2 
21.6 





tNo data. 

^ased pn four, rather than five schools. 




APPENDIX 6 



s 



ComparaVUe Performance on Prog ram- Embedded Achievement 
Tests of Pupils in Schools with Typical Performance at or 
above Grade Level Participating in the Map, Graph and 
Table Subareas of Study Skills Field Test, 1971-72 



ERIC 



131 



i j2 



133 



GRADE 2 



Raw Score Means and Percent Masters 



Test ^3— Picture Grid 
Numb'er of Item8-12 



lest B5 — Measureaen^: Dfstance 
Nuaber of Itea8-12 



Sclioo] 


Fall 
1971 


Fall 
1972 


1971-72 
Change 


Fall 
1971 


Fall 
1972 


1971- 
Chang 


72 
e 






RS** 


ZM 




N 


RS 




ZM 




RS 


ZM 


N 


RS • 


ZM 


N 


RS 


ZM 


RS 


ZM 


1 


50 


10 


48 


80 


0 


• 30 


11 


io 


90 


0 


.72 


10.0 


50 


10.46 


74 


0 


30 


10.87 


86.4 


.41 


12.7 


2 


' 124 


8 




54 


0 


29 


10 


28 


79 


3 


1.Q8 


25.3 


124 


9.88 


67 


7 


29 


11.03 


89.7 


1.15 


22,0 


3 


20 


/ 7 


05 


20 


0 


24 


' 8 


54 


54 


2 


1.49 


34.2 


20 


8.90 


35 


0 


24 


. 9.71 


70.8 


.81 


35.8 


4 


53 


10 


75 


84 


9 


30 


11 


73 


100 


0 


,98 


15'. 1 


53 


10.02 


64 


2 


30 


11.37 


100.0 


1.35 


35.6 


6 


47 


10 


02 


70 


2 


30 


11 


23 


86 


7 


1.21 


16.5 


47 


9,53 


61 


7 


30 


11,27 

r 


90.0 


1.74 


2^,3 


7 


1 20 


10 


45 


74 


2 


26 


10 

> 


85 


84 


6 


,40 


10. '4 


118 


10.54 


79 


6 


26 


10.42 


76,9 


-.12 


-2,7 


8 


63 


11 


34 


90 


5 


29 


11 


03 


86 


2 


-.31 


-it 3 


62 


7.98 


48 


4 


29 


10,97 


89.7 


2.99 


41,3 


9 


58 


11 


22 


93 


1 


29 


" 11 


83 


100 


0 


,61 


6.9 


58 


*10.55 


81 


0 


29 


11.41 


93,1 


.86 


12.1 


10 




— 








28 


11 


21 


55 


7 








J. 






28 


10.96 


85,7 







11 




10 


92 


S7 


7 


29 


11 


10 


89 


7 




^ 2,0 


73 


lO'. 66 


90 


4 


29 


11.41 


100.0 


.75 


9,6 


12 


10 


4^ 


77 


2 


22 


11 


05 


86 


4 


.61 


9.2 


56 


10.02 


' 71 


4 


22 


10,77 


81.8 


.75 


10, 4 


13 


71 


9 


44 


60 


6 


29 


10 


00 


72 


4 


.56 


11,8 


71 


9.82 


63 


4 


29 


10.62 


79*3 


.80 


15.9 


15 


40 


11 


17 


90 


0 


29^ 


11 


45 


96 


6 


.28 


• 6,6 


40 


10.42 


82 


5 


29 


11.07 


93.1. 


.65 


10.6 


21 


131 


11 


24 


87 


P 


30 


11 


83 


100 


0 


.59 


13.0 


131 


10.73 


82 


4 


30 


10.80 


90^0 


.07 


7,6 


22 


61 


10 


51 


85 


2 


30 


11 


33 


93 


3 


.82 


8.1 


61 


10.23 


70 


5 


30 


10.80 


90.0, 


.57 


19.5 


23 


• 51 


11 


22 


90 


2 


27" 


9 


78 


74 


1 


-1.44 - 


16.1 


51 


10.92 


84 


3 


27 


9.93 


70.4 


-.99 


-13.9 


32 


57 


11 


40 


93 


0 


30 


10 


20 


76 


7 


• 

-1.20 - 


16.3 


57 


10.56 


78 


9 


30 


10.63 


76.7 


.07 


-2.2 



AVERAGE* 



10.38 77.4 



SAKGE 



(LOW 7.05 20.0 8. 
HIGH 11.40^93.1 11. 



10.86 
.54 
83 



85.6 .46 8.3 10.08 71.0 

54.2 -1.44 -16.3 " 7.98 35.0 

100.0 1.88 34.2 10.92 90.4 



tNo data 

*Based on number of entries above 
**Raw Scores 



10.83 86.1 .74 
9.71 70.4 -.99 
11.41 100.0 



15.2 
-13.9 
41.3 
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GRADE 2 

Raw Score Meaos and Percent Masters 
Test B7 — Single Column Tables 
Number of Items-lS 



School 


• 

N 


Fall 
1971 
RS 


• 

ZM 


N • 


Fall 
1972 
RS 


%M 


1971-72 
Cliance 
RS . 




1 


50 


1JD.96 


. 58.0 


30 


11.50 


66.7 


.54 


8.7 


' 2 


124 


10.32 


47.6 


29 


10.31 


51.7 


-.01 


4vl , 


3 


20 


8.35 


30.0 ' 


24 


9.17 


33.3 


.82 


3.3 


4 


53 


1<?.68 


58.5 


30 


11.63 


70.0 


.95 


11.5 


6 


46 


10.56 


43.5 


30 


13.10 


83.3 


2.54 


39.8 


7 


120 


' 11.83 


67.5 • 


' 26 


12.35 


73.1 


.52 


5. '6 


8 


65 


12.38 


70.8 


29 


12.34 


72.4 


-.04 


1.6 


^ 9 


58 


11.59 


58.6 


29 


13.10 


86.2 


,1.51 


27.6 


10 




t ■ 




28 


11.25 


57.1 







11 


73 


12.92 


83.6 


29 


11.72 


58.6 


-1.20 


-25.0- 


12 


57 


10.37 


52.6 


22 


11.95 


77.3 


1.58 • 


24.7 


13 


-^1 


10.93. 


-54.9 


29 


11.41 


58.6 


.48 


3.7 • 


15 


40 . 


12.12 


67.5 


29 


11.38 


62.1 


-.74 


-5.4 


21 


131 


12.92 


80.2 


.30 


11.97 


70.0 


-.95 


-10.2 


22 


61 


10.18 


45.9 


30 


13.97 


86.7. 


• 

3.79 


40.8 


23 


51 


11.80'. 


62.7 


27 


7.67 


22.2 


-4.13 


-40.5 


32 


57 

9 


12.72 


77.2 


30 


1] .83 


70.0 


-.89 


-7.2 

t 




AVERAGE* 




11.29 


59.9 




11.57 


64.7 


.30 


5.2 


LOW 

RANGE 

HIGH 


t 


8.35 
12.92 


30.0. 
80.2 




7.67 
' 13.97" 


22.2 
86.7 


-4.13 
3.79 


-40.5 
40.8 


tNo data.' 


















*Based on 


number 


of entries above. 


X 4 i 
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GRADE 3 

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters 

Test C2— Semipictorial Syabols Test C4— Street .-Grid 

^ . Nuaber of Iteas - 14 Number of itefts - 12 

'• • • . * 



^c|pol 


Fall 
1971 


Fall 
• 1972 


1971-72 
Change 




Fall 
1971 




Fall 
1972 


1971- 

Chane 


72 




N 


Kb'" 


ZH 


N 


RS 


ZM 


RS 


ZM 


N 


RS 


ZM 


N 


RS 




ZM 


RS ZM 


1 


65; 


10.83 


56.9 


30 


12.50 


"86.7 


1.67 


29.8 


65 


7.94 


36.9 


30 


9 


.73 


60.0 


' 1 


,79 


.23,1 








































2 




^ 9.90 


40.3 


; 27 


10A5 


48.1 


.25 


7.8 


62 


8.06 


38.7 


27 


7.93 


44.4 




.13 


5,7 


3 


25 


11^80 


72.0 


17 


9.59 


'35.3 


-2.21 


-36 .,7 


25 


7.96 


28.0 


17 


7 


.35 


29.4 




.61 


1.4 


4 


49 


11.63 


59.2 


i 

i 27 


11.59 


63.0 


-.04 


3.8 


49 


9.29 


61.2 


27 


9 


.26 


51.9 




.03 


-9.3 


6 . 


42 


10.40 


47.6 


20 


9.60 


40.0 


..so 


-7.6 


42 


' 8.10 


42.9 


20 


8 


.15 


45.0 




.05 


2.1 


7 


143 


11.75 


72.0 


30 


11.93 


63.3 


.18 


-8.7 


144 


9.57 


64.6 


30 


9 


.03 


50,0 


1 _ 


,54 


-14.6 


8 


62 


11.89 


66.1 


29 


10.66 


44.8 


-1.23 


-21.3 


62 


9.40 


53.2 


29 


8.93 


44.8 




.47 


-8,4 


9 




12 . 39 


76. 8 


31 


12.13 


71 .0 


-.26 


-5.8 


69 


9.75 


69.6 


31 


10 


.23 


67,7 




.48 


-1.9 


10 








27 


11.81 


70.4 












27 


9 


15 


51,9 








11 


4|b 


12.71 


79.6 


28 


12.14 


75.0 


-.57 


-4.6 


49 


9.59 


59.2 


28 


10 


14 


71.4 




.55 


12,2 


12 


58 


'10.67 


48.3 


29 


12.10 


69.0 


1.43 


20.7 


58 


8.78 


48.3 


29 


9 


07 


34.5 




,29 


-13v8 


13 » 


104 


11.26 


61.5 


29 


10.48 


51.7 


-.78 


-9.8 


104 


8.94 


51.9 


29 


9 


34 


51,7 




40 


-0.2 


15 


40 


11.70 


67.5 - 


20 


12.35 


75.0 


^5 


7.5 


40 


9.15 


50,0 


20 


9 


30 


50.0 




15^ 


~0.0 


21 


171 


11.96 


66.1 


30 


12.60 


80.0 


.64 


13.9 


171 


9.37 


53.2 


30 


9 


27 


56.7 




10 


3.5 


22 


54 


11.84 


70.4 


29 


11.48 


55.2 


-.36 • 


-15.2 


54 


9.10 


48.2 


29 


8. 


55~ 


37,9 




55 


-10.3 


23 


52 


12.27 


80.8 


30 


11.03 


56.7 


-1.24 ' 


-24.1 


52 


10.06 


67.3 


30 


7. 


20 


36,7 


-2 


86 


-30.6 


32 


41 


12.15 


80.5 


33 


12.52 


7^.8 


.3i 


-1.7 


41 


9.61 


56.1 


33 


9.85 


69,7' 




24 


13,6 


AVERAGE* 


11.57 


65.4 




11.45 


62.6 


-.14 


-3.3 




9.04 


51.8 




8.97 


50,2 


-.08 


-1.7 




LOW 


9-.90 


40.3 




9.59 


35.3 - 


-2.21 


36.7 




7.94 


-28.0 




7. 


20 


29.4 


-2. 


86 


-30,6 


RAJfGE 


HIGH 


12.71 


80.8 




12.60 


86.7 


1.67 


29.8 




10.06 


69.6 




10. 


23 


71.4 


1. 


79 


23,1 



"^No data » 

*Based on number of entries abovp 
**Raw Scores * 
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GRADE ^ 

Raw iScore Means and Percent Masters 



Test C4 — Street Grid 
Number of IteBs-12 



Test C7 — Measui^ement : 'Distance 
Number of Iteas-15 



.School 


Fall 
1971 


Fall 
1972 


1971^72 
Change 


Fall 
1971 


Fall 
1972 


1971-72 
Cbange 




N 


RS** 


ZN 


N- 


RS 


ZM 


RS JOi 


N 


RS ZM 


N 


RS 


ZN 


RS 


ZM 


1 


20 


10.20 


65.0 


21 


11.71 


100.0 


1.51" ^ 




22 


12.55 72.7 


21 


12.86 


71.4' 


.32 


-l.> 


2 


31 


8.71 


45.2 


28 


9:82 


64.3 


1.11 


19^ 


31 


11.19 45.2 


28 


11.32 


57.1 


.13 


11 ;9 


3 


19 


10.32 


57.9 


27 


t' 
10.00 


70.4 


-.32 


12.5 




t 


27^11.85 


70.4 
* 


— 




6 




r 




25 


"9.72 


60.0 






18 


11.67 66.7 


25 


10.4(> 


32.0 


-1.27 


^34" 7 


7 


24 


10.25 


79.2 


30 


10.30 


73.3 


,05 


-5.9 


23 


10.65 30.4 


30^11.63 


50.0 


.98 


19.6 




19 


8.00 


4^.1 


25 


11.00 


8A.0 


3.00 


41.9 


18 


11.22 50.0 


25 


12.60 


72.0 


1.38 


22.0 


9 


19 


10.84 


84 . 2 


Z9 


• .VO. A Q 




-.36 


-1.4 


16 


11.00 37.5 


29 


12.38 


69.0 


1.38 


31.5 


10 


27 


10.07 


70.4 


29 


9,. 59 


55.2 


-.48 


-15;.2. 


,27 


11,18 44.4 


29 


11.34 


51.7 


.16 


7.3 


11 


20 


9.30 


60.0 


26 


11.15 


88.5 


1.85 


28.5 


21 


11.8*6"'57:a., 


„26 


12.35 


76.9 


.49 


19.8 


12 


21 


10.33 


76.2 


25 


10.32 


76.0 


-.01 


-0.2 


22 


10.73 45.5 


25 


12VtfO'' 


-.72.0 


1.27 


26.5 


13 


29 


10.59 


79.3 


27 


10.52 


77.8 


-.07 


-1.5 


29 


11.52 65.5 


27 


11.67 


74.1 


' ':i5. 


. 8.6 


15 




t 




29 


10.28 


75.9 








t 


29 


10.59 


55.2 






• 21 


30 


10.37 


73.3 


30 


10.33 


76.7 


-.04 


3.4 


29 


U.IO 44.8 


30 


11.43 


53.3 


.33 


8.5 


22 


22 


9.41 


59.1 


20 


10.85 


90.0 


1.44 


30.9 






20 


11.95 


70.0 






23 


19 


10.90 


78.9 


16 


10.87 


93.8 


-.03 


14.9 


19 


11.26 52.6 


16 


13.31 


81.3 


2.05 


28.7 


32 


31 


10.84 


83.9 


24 


10.96 


87.5 


.12 


3.6 


31 


11.94 67*7 


24 


13.08 


75.0 


1.14 


7.3 


AVERAGE* 


10.01 


68.2 




10.49 


78.5 


.55 


11.8 




11.37 52.3 




11.92 


64.5 


.65 


12.0 




^LOW 


8.00 


42.1 




9.59 


55.2 


-.48 


-15.2 




10.65 30.4 




10.40 


32.0 


-1.27 


-34.7 


RANGE i 


HIGH 


10.90 


84.2 




11.71 


100.0 


3.00 


41.9 




12.54 72.7 




13.31 


81.3 


2.05 


31.5 



tHo data 

*Ba8ed on nui^er of entries above 
**Raw Scores 



ERLC 



lid 



Row Score Means and Percent Masters 

Test C8— Picture Graphs Test D3— Hinder-Letter Grid 

Niaber of Iteas-lS Kdaber of lceas-16 ^ 

t 



School 


Pall 
1971 


Fall 
1972 


1971-72 
Chanse 


' Fall 
1971 


Fall 
1972 


1971-72 
Change 




K 


RS** 


ZM 




N 


KS 


ZM 




RS 


ZM 


K 


RS 


ZM 


M 


&S 




ZM 


RS 


ZM 


1 




t 






22 


12.59 


77 


.3 






20. 


13.20 


65.0 


21 


13 


95 


85.7 


,75 


20,7 


* 

2 


30 


10.80 


53.3 


29 


.12.14 


72 


.4 


1.34 


19.1 


31 


11.97 


48.4 


28 


11 


79 


46.4 




-2,0 


3 


19 


8.7A 


42 


. 1 


22 


10.77 


54 


5 


2.03 


12.4 




t 








t' 








U 


18 


12.33 


83 


3 


22 


12.36 


68 


2 


.03 


-15.1 


19 


12.53 


57.9 


27 


12 


81 


63.0 


,28 


5.1 . 


6 










17 


10.5^1 


47 


1 








t 




25 


11 


00 


28.0 






7 


.25 


11. oo 


48 


0 


^26 


11.19 


65 


4 


.19 


17.4 


24 


13.04 


62.5 


30 


12 


20 


53.3 


-,8A 


''-9 , 2 


8 . 


18 


10.28 


44 


4 


22 


11.23 


72 


7 


.95 


28.3 


19 


12.00 


42.1 


25 


13*64 


76,0 


1,64 


33,9 


9 


21 


10.00 


23 


8 


29 


11 .41 


62 


1 


1.41 


38.3 


19 


12 . 90 


00. 4 


00 
ci 


14 


00 




1 in 


10.9 


10 


28 • 


10.68 


50 


0 


29 


12.34 


75.0 


1.66 


25.0 


24 


13.59 


70.4 


29 


11 


97 


48,3 


-U62 


-22,1 


11 


20 


9.90 


€5 


0 


26 


13.69 


88 


5 


3.79 


63.5 


20 


12.50 


45.0 


26 


12 


58 


57,7 


,08 


12,7 


12 




t 






23 


10.52 


56 


5 






21 


12.00 


57.1 


25 


12, 


24 


52,0 


,24 


-5,1 


13 


28 


10.64 


53, 


6 


30 


10.30 


56 


7 


-.34 


3.1 


29 


12.69 


55.2 


27 


12, 


33 


55.6 


-.36 


0.4 


15 


21 


11.33 


57. 


1 


28 


10.54 


60. 


7 


-.79 


3.6 








29 


12, 


14 


62,1 






21 


28 


10.79 


50. 


0 


26 


12.73 


73'. 


1 


1.94 


23.1 


30 " 


13.60 


73.3 


30 


12. 


10 


46,7 


-1,50 


-26,6 


22 


22 


10.09 


40. 


9 


21 


12.05 


76. 


2 


1.96 


35.3 


22 


13.41 


77.3 


20 


12. 


65 


55,0 


-,76 


-22,0 


25 




+ 






15 


11.47' 


66. 


7 






19 


13.16 


73.7 


16 


14. 


44 


87,5 


^ 1,28 


13,8 


32 


31 


13.06 


80. 


6 


25 


13.08 


80. 


0 


.02 


-0.6 


31 


14.06 


90.3 


24 


13. 


87 


79,2 


-,19 


-ll,l . 




AVERAGE* 


10. 7A 


50 


2 




11.71 


67 


8 


1.09 


19.5 




12.90 


63.3 




12 


•73 


61,0 


-,01 


0,0 




LOW 


8.74 


23. 


8 




10.30 


47 


1 


-.79 


-15.1 




11.97 


42.1 




11 


.00 


28,0 


-1.6Z 


-26.6 


range/ 


EIGB 13.06 


83 


3 




13.69 


88 


5 


3.79 


63.5 




14.06 


90.3 




14 


.44 


87,5 


1.64 


33.9 



tNo data 

'Based on number of entries above 
•♦Raw Scores -r. 
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GRADE 4 

Raw Score Meads and Percent Masters 



Test DS— Scale: Wholi? Units 
Nuaber of Itete-13 



Test D6— Picture Graphs 
Nuo^er of ItGas-15 



School 




Fall 






Fall 




1971- 


72 




Fall 






Fal 1 
r a X X 




1971- 


72 






1971 






1972 




CUang, 


e 




1971 






1972 




Chang 


e 






RS** 


ZM 


Jj 


RS 




Ztl 


RS 0 


ZM 




no 




i» 


RS 


ATI 


RS 


ZM 


1 


22 


7.68 


18. 2 


22 


8 


.68 


31 . 8 


1 .00 


X J . 0 








77 


1 1 Afi 

XX. 00 


72 . 7 






2 


31 


7.42 


16 . 1 


29 


7 


.66 


34. 5 


• 24 


IRA 

XO . *4 


JV 


in 77 
xu . / / 


OU . U 


70 


11 0*1 

11 4 7 J 


fi7 1 


1 1 fi 
1.10 


7 1 

£ . X 


3 








22 


7 


.68 


77 7 






1 Q 

X7 


in 7fi 
xu . £, 0 


A 7 A 


77 


IX . JO 


^A ^ 


1 in 
1 . 1 u 


7 1 

/ . X 


1 A 




T t 




22 


9 


.18 


45.5 






1 

X 0 




flfl Q 


LL 


1 ^ 01 
Li. . 7l 


fll fi 
OX . 0 


- . 0 J 


— 7 1 

/ . X 


1 


18 


6 . 50 




j7 


7 


.94 






70 7 








1 7 
X / 


11 0/. 
1 1 . 7h 


fiA 7 
0** . / 






7 


23 


6. 96 


26.1 


26 


8 


.65 




- 


u . 0 




11 77 
XX . / ^ 


fi A n 


OC 


11 AO 
11. 07 


fiO 7 
07 . ^ 


— . U J 


1.2 


8 


18 


8.72 


27.5 


22 


9 


.95 


54 5 


1 23 


?fi 7 


18 


11 71^ 
X X . / 0 


fifi 7 




1 7 CM1 

X ^ . VU 


fi') fi 
OJ . 0 


7 7 


-3.1 


9 


1 fi 

X D 


8.88 


25.0 


29 


8 


.45 


37.9 


-.43 


12.9 


^ X 


^ 1 in 

XX . X u 


fil Q 

0 X . 7 


70 
^7 


17 71 

X ^ . ^ X 


77 A 


1 11 
1 . 11 


10.5 


10 


27 


9.00 


40.7 


29 


10 


.21 


48.3 


1^1 

v? 


7.6 


28 


11.50 


75.0 


29 


12.31 


72.4 


.81 


-2.6 


11 


21 


8.52 


33.3 


26 


10 


85 


73.1 


2.^33 


39.8 


20 


11.95 


80.0 


26 


13.42 


84.6 


1.47 


4.6 


12 


22 


7.36 


27.3 


23 


6 


87 


17.4 


-.49 


-9.9 








23 


10.09 


56.5 






1^ 


29 


8.93 


37.9 


30 


8.47 


33.3 


-.46 


-4.6 


28 


11.86 


71.4 


30 


10.07 


53.3 


-1.79 - 


-18.1 


15 








28 


8. 


07 


32. 1 






21 


10.52 


61 .9 


28 


10.43 


53.6 


-.09 


-8.3 


21 


29 


8.00 


31.0 


26 


10. 


38 


46.2 ' 


2.38 


15.2 


28 


10.75 


42.9 


26 


12.46 


65.4 


1.71 


22.5 


22 




4- 




21 


8.90 


42.9 






22 


ID. 18 


59 .'1 


21 


11.86 


76.2 


1.68 


17.1 


23 


19 


7.63 


26.3 


15 


8.60 


46.7 


.97 


20.4 








15 


12.13 


80.0 






32 


31 


10.13 


54/8 


25 


9. 


92' 


52.0 


-*21 


-2.8 


31 


13.45 


90.3 


25 


12.92 


88.0-^ 


-.53 


-2.3 


AVERAGE* 




8.U 


28.5 




8. 


85* 


40.1 


.84 


12.9 




11.49 


67.2 




11.86 


68.9 


.47 


1.5 


RAHGE ( 


LOW 


6.50 


5.6 




6. 


87 


17.4 


-.49 


-9.9 




10.18 


42.9 




10.07 


53.3 


-1.79 - 


-18.1 


1 HIGH 


10.13 


54.8 




10. 


85 


73^1 


2.38 


39.8 




13.56 


90.3 




13.42 


88.0 


1.71 


22.5 



tHo data 

*Based on nuMber of entries above 
**Raw Scores 
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* 




> 




f 
















grXde 5. 




• 


























Rav Score 


Means and Percent Masters 


















Test 


CIO — lifulticoluBtn Tables 






Tes t 


D4 — Cardinal Directions 












Nuaber 


of 


Items- 


15 








Number 


of Items 


-15 








School 




Fall 
1971 








Fall 
1972 




1971-72 
Chanee 




Fall 
1971 






Fall 
1972 




1971-72 . 
Change 








;'N 




ZM 




N 


RS 


ZM 


RS ZM 


N 


RS 


ZM 


N • 


RS 


ZM 


RS.,^ ZM 


t 




1 


30 


13.87 


* 96 


.7 


22 


14.05 


100.0 


.18 3.3 


74 


12.39 


73.0 


22 


13.32 


86.4 


.93 13.4 






2 


29 


13.34\ 


82 


.8 


30 


14.43 


96.7 


1.09 13.9 


107 


11.76 


65.4 


29 


12.07 


69.0 


.31 3.6 






3 


29 




82 


.8 


23 


.14.09 


100.0 


.68 17.2 


26 


11.35 


57.7 




t 










A 


36 


13.14 


86 


.1 


20 


14.45 


100.0 


1.31 13.9 


60 


12.97 


83.3 


19 


12.47 


68.4 


.-.50 -14.9 






6 


22 


13.50 


90 


.9 


24 


13.33 


83. 3» 


-.17 -7.6 


47 


12.41 


66.0 














7 


, 30 


13.40 


86 


.7 


29 


13.55 


89.7 


.15 3.0 


169 


13. fl 


85.8 


6 


13«38 


88.5 


.17 2.7 






8 


26 


12.69 


84 


.6 


28 


13.68 


96.4 


.99 11.8 


93 


11.66 


57.5 


29 


12.62 


79 .3 


.96 22.3 






9 


34 


13.11 


86 


.5 


29 


13.83 


93.1 


.72 6.6 


82 


13.09 


80.5 


30 


13.27 


86 .7 


.18 6.2 






10 


32 


14.03 


96 


.9 


28 


14.18 


96.4 


.15 -0.5 


133 


13.52 


87.2 


27 


13.44 


92.6 


-.08 5.4 






11 


30 


1*3.80 


90 


.0 


30 


14.03 


93x3 


.23 3.3 








29 


13.14 ■ 


89.7 








12 


28 


12.89 


85 


.7 


23 


12.26 


73.9 


-.63 -11.8 


57 


i 

12.40 


68.4 


5 


12.28 


68.0 


-.12 -0.4 






13 


28 


13.36 


92 


.9 


28 


13.68 


85.7 


.32 -7.2 


95 


12.78 


78.9 


29 


13.83 


93.1 


1.05 14.2 






15 


20 


14.25 .100.0 


25 


13.32 


84.0 


—.93 -lo.O 


•i<J 
j7 




74.4 














21 


28 


12.39 


78 


.6 


J^J 




7 J * J 


1.11 14.7 


179 


12.47 


73.7 


29 


12.55 


82.8 


.08 9.1 






22 


29 


12.89 


79 


.3 


24 


13.83 


95.8 


'.94 16.5 


DO 


11 

1 1 . 




25 


1 9 dfl 

1 Z • OO 


/ ^ . u 


. 74 






23 


31 
• 


13.68 


93 


.5 


25 


13.72 


88.0 


.04 -5.5 


59 


12'! 80 


79.7 














32 


25 


14.04 


96 


0 


30 


14.40 


100.0 


" .36 4.0 


51 


13.49 


90.2 


15 


12.53 


73.3 


-.96 -16.9 










































AVERAGE* 


13.40 


88. 


8 




13.78 


92. 3 


.38 3.5 




12.57 


74.7 




12. 89 


80 . 8 


.23 4.1 








r LOW2.39 


78. 


6 




12.26 


73.9 


-.93 -16.0 




11.35 


57.0 




12.07 


68.0 


-.96-16.9 












































1 HIGH 4. 25 


100. 


0 




14.45 


100.0 


1.31 17.2 




13.52 


90.2 




13.83 


93.1 


1.05 22.3 






tNo data 


































*Based on nmaber of 


entries above 
























**5aw Scores 












W 










> 


k 






















\ 


• 




















* 
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GRADE 5 

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters 

Test D5 — Scale: Whole Units . Test D6 — Picture Graphs 

Nunber of Iteos-13 Number of Items-15 





Fall 
1971 


Fall 
1972 


1971-72 
Change 


Fall 
1971- 


Fall 
1972 


1971- 
Chang 


72 
e 




N 


RS** 


ZM 


N 


* RS 


ZM 


RS , 


ZM 


N 


RS 


An 






AH 


RS 


ZM 


1 


7A 


10.20 


52.7 


- v» 
22 


10.64 


72.7 


.44 


20.0 


74 


12..34 


73.0 


22 


12.18 


77.3 


-.16 


4.3 


2 


107 


9.64 


49.5 


29 


9.38 


48.3 


-.26 


-1.2 


107^ 




72.9 


29 


11.24 


58.6 


-.96 


-14.3 


3 


26 


10.69 


61.5 












2*6 


12.42 


76.9 




j_ 










60 


10.45 


56.7 


19 


10.47 


52.6 


.02 


-4.1 


60 


13.12 


,86.7 


19 


12.63 


84.2 


-.49 


-2.5 


6 " 


47 


9.35. 

V 


43.8 












47 


11.58 


70.8 




^ t 




' 




7 


169 


10.18 


56.8 


26 


9.92 


61.5 


-.26 


4.7 


• 

9J 


12.72 


79.6 


26 


12.81 


73.1 


.09 


-6.5 


8 


93 


8.69 


30.1 


29 


10.00 


51.7 


1.31 


21.6 


11.41 


64.5 


29 


12.31 


75.9 


.90 


11.4 


9 


82 


10.18 


53.7 


30 


10.27 


53.3 


.09 


-0.4 


62 


12.80 


81.7 


30 


13.07 


86.7 


/.27 


5.0 


10 


133 


10.21 


57.9 


27 


9.48 


44.4 


-.73 


-13.5 


133 


*13.2^ 


88.9 


27 


13.63 


92.6 


.37 


3.9 


11 








29 


10.79 


69.0 












29 


13.28 


93.1 






12 


57 


9.42 


43.9 


25 


9.44 


56.0 


.02 


12.1 


57 


11.79 


70.2 


25 


11. to 


68.0 


-.19 


-2.2 


13 


95 


9.93 


50.5 


29 


11.17 


65.5 


1.24 


15.0' 


95 


12.45 


75.8 


'29 


13.48"' 


89.7 


l.t3 


13.9. 


15 


39 


10.21 


53.8 












39 


12.64 


84.6 




t 








21 


179 


9.70 


46.4 


29 


9.28- 


44.8 


-.42 


-1.6 


179 


11.74 


68.7 


29 


12.14 


69.0 


.40 


0.3 


22 


68 


8.48 


t 


25 


9.68 


40.0 


1.20 




68 


12.03 




25 


10.88 


52.0 


-1.15 




23' 


59 


10.12 


54.6 












59 


12.83 


81.4 




t 








32 


51 


11.24 


72.5 


15 


10.13 


40.0 


-1.11 


-32.5 


51 


.13.71 


92.2 


15 


12.73 


86.7 


-.98 


-5.5 


. , . — — 


AVERAGE* 




9.91 


52.5 




10.05 


53.8 


.12 


1.8 




12.44 


72.2 




12.46 


71.9 


-.07 


0.7 
■» 


r LOW 
EANGE ( 

1 HIGH 


8.48 
11.24 


30.1 
72.5 




9.28" 
\11.17 


40.0 
72.7 


-1.11 
1.31 


-32.5 
21.6 




11.41 
13.71 


64.5 
92,2 




10.88 
13.63 


52.0 
93.1 


-1.15 
1.03 


-14.3 
13.9 



tNo data 

*Based on nuaber of entries above 
**Raw Scores 



t 



) 
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GRADE 3 

It 

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters 



<5 



Te8||^ — Multipolumn Tables 
Nund)er of Items-lS 



Test E7— Mulfcicolumn Tables 
Number of Items-20 



School 



Fall 
1971 



Fall 
1972 



1971-72 
Change 



Fall^ 
1971 



Fall 
1972 



1971-72 
Change 



ZM 



N RS 



RS 



ZM 



N RS aT" 

Z ?— ; 

30 12.10 3>.3 

29 11.00 20.7 

29 10.00 20; 7 

36 11.25 30.6 
22 11 .-^27 27.3 

30 12.20 AO.O 

37 rffl^27.0 

32 13. n 43.8 

30 13.57 AO.O 
28" 10. 6A 25. a 
*28 11.18 21. A 
20 13.85 40«g 

28 9!^3 21. 

29 10^.07 13.8^ 

31 13.90 45.2 
25 14.12 40.0 



N RS 



ZM 



RS 



ZM. 



1 
2 
3 
4 
6 
7 
8 
9 

io 
11 

12 
13 
15 
21 
22 
23 
32 



30 8.93 

^29 9.00 

29 9.45 

36 7*83 
22 8.68 

30 8.17 
26 5.69 

37 7.19 
32 9.66 
30- 10.03 
28 8.46 
28 . 8.96 
20 10.50 
Is 7.36 

n9 * 6.69 

31 9.94 
25 . 9.28 



'30.0 

37.9 
t 

41.4 
19.4 
13.6 
16.7 
0.0 
5.4 
25.0 
"36.7 
'28.6 
32.1 
45.0 
14.3 
10.3 
29.0 
36.0 



11.32 54.5 

9.87 40.0 

12.35 69.6 

12.80 85f0 

7.^5^ 12.5 

11.00 58.6 

8.71 25.0 

. 10.4a 48.3 

10.79, 53.6 

8.17 20.0, 

57.1 
9.80 48.0 
10.1^ 43.3 
8'.62v 20.8 
11.16 56.0 
12.^ 70.0 



2.39 24.5 
.Si 2.1 
2.90 28.2 
4.97 65.6 
•1.43 -1.1 
2.83, 41.9 
3.02 25.0 
3.29 42.9 
l.f3 ^8.6 
-1.86 -16.7 
-.20 > 6.2 
1.65 25^.(1 
-';.70 3.0 
2.74 29.0 
1.93 10.5 
1.22 27.0 
2.95 34.0 



22 14.45 '40.9 
30 13.17' 36.7 

23 14.00 52.2 
20* 15^.70 65.0 

24 9.96 16.7 
29 14.69 55.2 
2a 12.11 28.6 

29 12.45 31.0 
28 13.39 42.9 

30 12.07' \23.3 
23 ' 8.52 13.0 
28 1-3.25 39.3 
2^ 12. DO 40.0 
30 1^.83 '40.0 
24. , 12^75 '5^.5 

25 14.76 56.0 
30 15.93 73.3 



2.35 7.6 
2.17 16.0 
4.00 31.5 
4.45 34.4 
7I.3I -10.6 
2.49 15.2 

.67 4.0 
.08 -0.9 
-1.50 -16.7 
-2.12 -12;0 
2.07 17.9 
-1.85 0.0 
^3.90 18.6 
2.68 23.7 
.86 10.8 
1.81 jJ3^3 



AVERAGE* 



RANGE 



LOW 
HIGH 



8.58 24.8 
5.69 0.0 
10.50 45.0 



10.21 46.9 1.63 22.1 
7.25 -1.86 -16.7 

12.80 4.97 65.6 



11.88 ^30.6 
9.93 20.7 
14.12 45.2 



13.12^40.7 1.30 10.8 
8.52 13.0 -2.12 -16.7 
15.93 73.3 4.45 34.4 



tNo data 

*Ba8ed ok tr^^^of entries above^. 
**Rav Scores, 



V 
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GRADE 6 

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters 



Test Dl — Nonpictorial Syiabols 
Hinder of Iteaa-^l^ 



Test D5— Scale;^ Whole Units 
Number of IteiBs-13^ 



School 




Fall 
' 1971 


• 




Fall 
U972 


c 


1971-72 
Change 


Fall 
. 1971 


Fall 
1972 


1971- 
Chang 


72 
e 




N 


RS** 


ZM 


N 


RS 


ZM 


RS • 


ZM 


N 


RS 


ZM 


N 


RS • 


ZM 


RS 


ZM 


1 


22 


12.82 


86.4 


28 


13.00 


f5.7 


.18 


-0.7 




t 






t 








2 


31 


12.13 


74.2 


33 


« 

13.00 


90.9 


.87 


16.7 


34 


9.97' 


50.0 


3h 


11.16 


71.0 


1.19 


21.0 


3 




t 






t 




. 




20 


10.35 


50.0 


30 ' 


12.00 


86.7 


1.65 


36.7 




19 


12.42 


^4.2 


17 


13.53 


100.0- 


1.11 


15.8 


18 


10.61 


55.6 


19 


10.79 


68.4 


,18 


12.8 


6 




t ' 






t 


* \ 









t 






t 








7 


25 


12.16 


• 

68.0 


28 


12.39' 


78.6 


.23 


10.6 


28 


7.14 


21.4 


27 


10.59 


55.6 


3.45 


34.2 


8 


21 


12. lA^ 71. A 


24 


12.75 


87.5 


.61 


16. i 


20 


11.10 


70.0 


23 


10.35 


52.2 


-.75 - 


-17.8 


9 


16 


12^56 


75.0 


21 


12.67 


85.7 


.11 


•10.7 




t 






^ t 








10 


28 


12. lA 


82.1 


29 


12.83 


89:7 


.69 


7 . 6 


29 


10.07 


51 ,7 


26 


11 . 85 


on 0 
oU. 0 


1.78 


29*. 1 


11 


23 


, 12.87 ' 


87.0 


.23 


13.35 


91.3 
• 


.48 


• 4.3 


24 


10.17 


58.3 


21 


11.19 


66.7 


1.02 


8.4 


12 


16 


12.38 


75.0 


20 


13.05 


90.0 


.67 


. 15.0 










t ' 








13 




12. 


80.0 


21 


12.33 


81.0 


-.•11 


1.0 


26 . 


11.35 


73.1 


23 


10.96 


69.6 


-.39 


-3.5 


15 


f 


t 






t 








18 ' 


11.78 


83.3 




11.92 


87.5 


.14 


4.2. 


21 


29 


11.59 


82:1 


30 


11.50 


73.3 


-.09 


11.2 


30 


9.93 , 


63.3 


29 


10.52 


62.1 


.59 


-1.2 


22 • 




t 
















t 






t 








23 




t 






t . 










t 






t 




\ 




02 


26 


*12.73 


76.9 


26 


12.85 


80.8 


.12 


3.9 
0 


25 
— ? 


11.48 


76.0 


20 


11.15 


75.0 


-.33> 


-1.0 



AVERAGE*^ ^2,36 76.9 . 12.77 86.2 

f LOW ^1.59 62.1 ^ 11.50 73.3 
I HIGH 12.87 87.0 13.53 100.0 



RANGE 



tNo data 

*Based on number of entries ua)?ove 
**Raw Scores 



.41 9.4 
-.11 -Of7 ' 
1.11 16.7 



3$ 
7.14. 
11.78 



59.3 
21.4 
83.3' 



11.13 70.5 .77 11.2 
.10.35 52.2 ,-.75 -17.8^ 
12.00 87.5 3.45 36.7 
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Raw Score Means and 
8 



GRADE 6 

Percent Masters 



Test El— Point & Line Symbols 
Number of Itenis-15 



Test E4— Scale;. Multiple Whole Units 
Number of I terns- 12 



School 


Fall 
1971 


Fall 
1972 


1971-72 
Change 


Fall 
1971 


Fall 
1972 


197X-72 
Oiange 




N 


RS** 


ZM 


N 


RS 


ZM 


RS 


ZM 


N 


RS 


ZM 




N 


RS 


ZM 


RS 




1 


22 


12 


.59 


81.8 


28 


12.36 


^ 75.0 


-.23 


-6 


.8 




t 








t 








2. 


31 


11 


74 


58.1 


33 


12.36 


69.7 


.62 


11. 


.6 


34 


5.91 


23 


.5 


31 


8.52 


^§-^ 




24-,9' 


3 










t 






• 




20 


7.80 


45 


.0 


30 


9.30 


66.7' 


''1.50 


21.7 




19 


12 


10 


68.4 


17 


13.18 


82.4 


1.08 


14 


.0 


18 


8.00 


49 


.9 


19 


7.79 


36.8 


-.21 


-7.6 


6 












t 












t 








t 








7 


25 


12. 


12 


64.0 


28 


10.86 


46.4 


-1.26 


-17 


.6 


28 


8.14 


46 


.4 


21 


7.19 


29.6 


-.-95 


-16.8 


8 


21 


11, 


05 


57.1 


24 


11.37 


54.2 


.32 


-2 


9 


20 


7.85 


35 


.0 


23 


6.61 


21.7 


-1.24 


-13.3 


9 


16 


12. 


62 


68.8 


21 


11.48 


61.9 


-1.14 


-6 


.9 




















10 


28 


11. 


68 


53.6 


29 


13.17 


89.7 


1.49 


36 


1 


29 


7.28 


27 


,6 


26 


9.81 


76.9 


2.53 


49.3 


11 


23. 


12. 


04 


69,6 


23 


12.30 


69.6 


.26 


0 


0 


29 


6.83 


25 


.0 


21 


8.48 


52.4 


1.65 


27.4 


12 


' 16 


11. 


75 


68.8 


20 


11.70 


65.0 


-.05 


-3 


8 












• T 








13 


25 


11. 


80 


64.0 


21 


11.71 


76.2 


-.09 


12 


2 


26 


8.27 


53 


.8 


23^ 


8.48 


43. i 


.21 


-10.3 


15 




t 


















18 


7.94 


44 


.4 


24 


9.08 


41.7 


1.14 


-2.7 


21 


29 


11. 


24 


58.6 


30 


11.93 


70.0 


.69 


11 


4 


30 


7.93 


46 


.7 


29 


6.86 


14.5 


-1.07 


-12.2 


22 












t 




















t 








23 




+ 








t 












' t ^ 
















3^ 


26 


12. 


27 


76.9 


26 


12.62 


88.5 


.35 


11. 


6 


25 


7.56 


44 


0 


20 


^.55 


60.0 


1.99 


16.0 




11.92 65.8 
11.05 57.1 
12.62 81.8 



12.09 70.7 .17 4.9 
10.86 46.4 -1.26 -17.6 
13.18 89.7 1.49* 36.1 



7.59 39.6 ^ 8.33 46.6 



5.91 23.5 
8.27 53.8 



4 6.9 

6.61 ^.1 -1.24 -16.8 
76.9 2.61 49.3 



tNo data 

*Based on number of entries above 
**Raw Scores 
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GRADE 6 

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters 



iWst E6— Bar Graphs 
— ^unber of ItaB8-20 



Test Fl — Point, Line, Area Syf^ls 
Nuaber of Itais-15 



School 




Fall 






Fall 




1971-72 






Fall 






Fall 




1971- 


72 






1971 






1972 




Change 






1971/ 






1972 




Chang 


e 




N 


RS** 


ZM 


N 


RS 


ZM 


RS 


ZM 


N 


RS 


'^ZM 


N 


RS . 


ZM 


RS 


ZM 


1 


24 


< 

16.67 


79.2 


28 


• 17.00 


78.6 


.33 


•-0.6 


22 


10.59 


40.9 


28 


9.61 


32.1 


-.98 


-8.8 


2 N 


33 


15*36 


57.6 


32 


14.31 


43.8 


-l.OS - 


-13.8 


31 


8.22 


19.4 


33 


9."'06 


24.2 


.84 


4.8 


3 




t 










~ ~ ~ 






t 






+ 










































4 




+ * 






t 








19 


9.42 


47.4 


17 


11.76 


64.7 


2.34 


17.3 


6 




t 




26 


14.42 


34.6 








T 






t 




~ ~ 




























28 










7 


25 


16.28 


7^.0 


'29 


15.28 


62.1 


-1.00 


-9.9 


25 


9.8A 


36.0 


8.39 


255,0 


-1.45 • 


-u.o 




































21 


16.52 




23 


15.52 
• 


56.5 


-1.00 - 


•14.9 


21 


8.90 


1-9.0 


24 


8.54 


16.7 


r - .36 


-2.3 






' 17 


16.12 


52.9. 


'20 


15.50 


60.0 


-.62 


7.1 


16 


9.00 


25.0 


21 


8.14 


4.8 


-.86 ■ 


-20.2 




\j r 


f 27 


15.11 


59.3 


28 


17.50 


85.7 


2.39 


26.4 


28 


8.07 


17.9 


29 


10.21 


41.4 


2.14 


23.5 




11 


24' 


15.29 


54.2 


22 


18.05 


86.4 


2.76 


32. ^ 


23 


8.87 


30.4 


23 


11.04 


60.9 


2,17 


30.5 


12 


19 


15.84 


63.2 


24 


12.79 


45.8 


-3.05 - 


•17.4 


16 


9.25 


31.3 


20 


8.40 


20.0 


-.85 - 


-11.3 


13 


26 


r7.35 


76.9 


24 


17.17 


79.2 


-.18 


2.3 


25 


8.84 


28.0 


21 


9.90 


42.9 


1.06 


14.9 


15 




t 






t 
















t 








21 


29 


14.93 


34.5 


27 


13.89 


44.4 


-1.04 


9.9 


29 


8.03 


27.6 


30 


8.47 


23.3 


.44 


-4.3 


22 




t 






t 










t 






t 








23 




t 
















t 






t 








32 


24 


17.12 


75.0 ' 


28 


16.3^ 


60.7 


-.^0 - 


14.3 


26 


9.73 


42.3 


26 


9.50 


34.6 


-.23 


-7.7 



AVERAGE* 

r LOW 
RANGE < 

1 HIGH 

No data 

^Based on nuaber of entries above 
**Raw Scores 



16.05 63.3 
14.93 34.5 
17.35 79.2 



15.65 61.5 -.30 0*.6 9.06 30.4 
a 

12.79 34.6 -3.05 -17.4 8.03 17.9 

18.05 86.4 2.76 32.2 10.59 47.4 



9.42 32.6 .36 2.1 
8,14 4.8 -1.45 -20.2 
11.76 64.7 2.34 30.5 
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GRADE 6 

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters 

Test — Scale: Fractional Units TeSt F5 — Bar Graphs 

Nuober of Itea6-16 Number of Itens-lS 



School 


Fall . 
1971 




Fall 
1972 




1971-72 
Change 




Fall 
1971 




Fall 
1972 


1971-72 
Change 




N 


RS** 


3M 


N 


RS 


ZM 


.RS 


ZM 


N 


RS 


ZM 


N 


RS 


ZM 


RS 


ZM 


1 




t 






t 


* 


— «^ 




24 


13.50 


45.8 


28- 


14.61 


67.9 


1.11 


22.1 


2 


3A 


5.97 




31 
» 


6.71 


3.2 


.74 


-5.6 


33 


13.46 


36.4 


32 


12.03 


,28.1 


-1.43 


-8.3 


3 


20 


6.70 


5.0 


30 


8.80 


20.0 


2.10 


15.0 










4- 








4 


18 


6.00 


0.0 


19 


6.21 


5. 3 


.21 


5.3 




t 






•j- 








• 6 




. t 






t 










4- 




26 


12.73^ 


34.6 






7 


28 


6.61 


10.7 


27 


5.26 


7.4 


-1.35 


-3.3 


25 


13. 40 • 


HO .U 


29 


12. 72 


4^.8 


-.68 


-3.2 


8 


20 


5.45 


0.0 


23 


5.96 


17 , 4 


.51 


17.4 




1 J . J 


70 1 


23 


13.00 


30.4 


-.43 


-7.7 


9 


















17 


13. 59 


41 . 2 


20 


12.80 


30.0 


-.79 - 


11.2 


10 


29 


5.52 


10.3 


26 


8.00 


26.9 


2.48 


16.6 


27 


12.63 


25.9' 


28 


13.57 


28.6 


.94 


2.7 


11 


24 


5.62 


4.2 


21 


8.00 


19.0 


2.38 


14.8 


24 


12.96 


33.3 


22 • 


14.95 


54.5 


1.99 


21.2 


12 


















19 


13.68 


42.1 


24 


9.75 


16.7 


-3.93 - 


25.4 


13 


26 


7.38 


19.2 


23 


7.13 


8.7 


-.25 


-10.5 


26 


14.69 


65.4 


24 


13.67 


58.3 


-1.02 


-7.1 


15 


18 


7.89 


22.2 


24 


7.54 


16'. 7 


-.35 


-5.5 


















21 


30 


6.17 


6.7 


29 


6.21 


6.9 


.04 


0.2 


29 


13.24 


34.5 


27 


I2I04 


29.6 


-1.20 


-4.9 


22 




t 






4- 










4- 






t 








nV 




















4- 






4- 








32 


25 


5.72 


4.0 


20 


6.70 


10.0 


.98 


6.0 


24 


13.92 


58.3 


28 


13.00 


32. i 


-.92 - 


26.2 



,12. 91 41.42 -.58 -4.36 
• '9.75 16.7 -3.93 -26.2 
14.95 67.9 1.99 22.1 



"Average* 6.27, 8.28 "6.96 12.86 .69 4.6 13.50 42.64 

{'lOW^ 5.45' 0.0 5.26 3.2 -1.35 -10.5 12.63 25.9 

HIGH 7.89 22.2 8.80 26.9 2.48 17.4 14.69 65.4 

■•■No <iata 

^Based on number of entries above 
**Raw Scores 
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Comparative Performance on Program-Embedded Achievement 

Tests of Pupils In Schools with Typical Performance 
below Grade Level Participating in the Reference Skills 
Subarea of Study Skills Field Test, 1972-73 
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GRADE 1 

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
Test Bll — Letters & Digits 
Number of Items - 16 







Spring, 


1972 






Spring, 


1973 


1972-73 Change 


School 


N 


Raw 

Score 


Percent 
Masters 


N 


Raw 

Score 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 

Score 


Percent 
MasterS/ 


16 


27 


12.89 


66.7 


26 


13.50 


73.1 


. 61 


e^.4 


17 


26 


1 J . 


76. 


9 






73.1 


.11 


/ 3.8 


18 


25 


13,44 


72. 


0 


30 


13.27 


76.7 


- .17 




^ 19 


29 


13.10 


69. 


0 


29 


14.17 


89.7 


1.07 


/ 20,7 


20 


28 


12.89 


67. 


9 


30 


12.70 


60.0 




- 7.9 


AVERAGE 


13. 13 


70 


5 




13.41 


74.5 


.28 


4.0 




LOW 


12. 89 


66 


7 




12.70 


60. 0 


- ,19 


- 7,9 


RANGE 1 


HIGH 


13.44 


76 


.9 




14.17 


89.7 


1.07 


< 

20.7 



Test B15 — Sequence: Pictures and Words 
Number of Items - 16 







Spring, 


1972 




Spring, 


1973, 




1972-73 


Change 


School 




Raw 


Percent 




Raw 




Percent 


Raw 


Percent 




. N 


Score 


Masters 


N 


Score 


Masters 


Score 


Masters 


16 


27 


10.70 


22.2 


26 


11. 


19 


38. 


5 


.49 


16.3 


17 


26 


10. 58 


38. 5 


26 


11. 


04 


34. 


6 • 


.46 


- 3.9 


18 


25 


10.28 


32.0 


30 


11. 


80 


46. 


7 


1.52 


14.7 


19 


29 


' 9.24 


27.6 


/29 


10. 


59 


34. 


5 


1.35 " 


6.9 


•20 


28 


9.46 


2 5 . 0^/ 


30 


9. 


87 


13. 


3 


.41 


-11.7 


AVERAGE 


10.05 


29. iL 




10. 


90 


33 


5 


.85 


4.4 




" LOW 


9.24 


22.^ 




9. 


87 


13 


3 


.41 


-11.7 


RANGE 1 
























HIGH 


10.70 


38. 




11. 


80 


46 


7 


1.52 


16.3 
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V ^ GRADE 1 

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 











• 


Number 


of Items - 


13 






j 






Spring, 


1972 






Spring, 


1973 


1972-73 


Change / 




* 


Raw 


Percent 




Raw 


Percent 


Raw 


Percent 




'n 


Score 


Masters 


N 


Score 


Masters 


Score 


.Masters 


16 


27 


10 


.48 


55 


6 


26 


8.85 


34.6 


-1 


.63 


-21.0 


17 


26 


11 


00 


73 


1 


26 


10.92 


69.2 




.08 


- 3.9 


18 


25 , 


9 


88 


44 


0 


30 


10 . 07 


50 . 0 




19 


6.0 


19 


29 


6 


76 


20. 


7 


29 


11.72 


79.3 


4 


96 


58.6 


20 


28 


9. 


68 


53 


6 


30 


8.53 


30.0 


-1 


15 


-23.6, 


AVERAGE 


9. 


56 


49. 


4 




10.02 


52.6 




46 


3.2 




LOW 


6. 


76 


20. 


7 




8.53 


30.0 


-1. 


6 3. 


-23.6 


IWiGE i 
























HIGH 


11. 


00 


73. 


1 




11. 72 


79.3 


4. 


96 


58.6 




GRADE 2 

Test BIO — Written Directions 
Number of Items - 15 



ERLC 







Sj>ring, 


1972 




Spring, 


1973 




1972-73 


Change 


School 




Raw 


Percent 




Raw 


Percent 


Raw 


Percent 




N 


Score 


Masters 


N 


Score 


Masters 


Score 


Masters 


16 


28 


9.04 


35.7 


29 


14.66 - 


96. 


6 . 


5.62 


60.9 


17 


28 


14.14 


92.9 


28 


13.43 


89. 


3. 


- .71 


- 3.6 


18 


25 


11.72 


60.0 


30 


14. 00 


90. 


0 


2.28 


30.0 


19 


29 


12. 9> 


82.8 


30 


14.03 ^ 


93. 


3 


1.06 


10.5 


20 


28 


11.71 


64. 3 


30 


12. 70- 


73. 


3 


.99 


9.0 


AVERAGE 


11.92 


67.1 




13.7 6 


88. 


5 


1.84 ' 


2l'.4 




^ IXM 


9.04 


35.7^ 




12.70 


73. 


3 


- .71 


- 3.6 


RANGE 1 






















HIGH 


14.14 


92.9 




14.66 


96. 


6 


5.62 


60.9 




♦ 








\o2 
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GRADE 2 

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
^ Test C18--Ideas: Sequential Order 
Number of Items - 10 







Spring # 






Spring,, 


1 Q 7 7 


1. !7 / Z~ / J 


Change 


School i 




Raw 


Percent 




, Raw 


Percent 


R2fW 


Percertt 




N 


Score 


Masters 


N 


Score 


Masters 


Score 


Masters 


16 


28 


2.82 


10.7 


29 


6.76 


44.8 


3.94 


34.1 


17 


28 


6.00 


42.9 


28 


6.00 


35. y 


.00 


- 7.2 


18 


25 


3,44 


24.0 


30 


5.97 


43.3 


2.53 


19.3 


19 


i9 


6.52 


48.3 


30 


6.27 


•43.3 


- .25 


- 5.0 


20 


28 


4.71 


25.0 


30 


4.07 


20.0 


- .64 


- 5.0 



avi:rage \ 


4.70 


30.2 




5.81 


37.4 


1.11 


7.2 




LOW 


2.82 


10.7 




4.07 


20.0 


- .64 


- 7.2 


RANGE ^ 




















HIGH 


6.52 


48.3 




6.76 


44.8 


3.94 


34.1 








Test C19 — 


Judgments and 


Conclusions 




i 






Number 


of Items - 


12 










Spring 


, 1972 




Spring, 


1973 


1972-73 


Change 


School 




Raw 


Percent 




*Raw 


Percent 


Raw 


Percent 




N 


Score 


Masters 


N 


Score 


Masters 


Score 


Masters x 


•16 


28 


7.36 


25.0 


29 


9.45 


48.3 


2.09 


23.3 


17 


28 


9.18 


42.9 


28 


10.25 


75.0 


1.07 


32.1 


18 


25 


9.04 ' 


48.0 


30 


9.83 


73.3 • 


. 79 


25.3 


19 


29 


9.59 


62.1 ' 


30 


9.07 


40.0 


- .52 


-22.1 


20 


28 


9.61 


50.0 


30 


8.83 


46.7 


- .78 


- 3.3 , 




AVERAGE 


8.96 


45.6 




9.49 


56.7 


.53 


11.1 




LOW 


7. 36 


25.0 




8.83 


^ 40.0 


- .78 


-22.1 


RANGE 1 




















HIGH 


9.61 


62.1 




10.25 


75.0 


2.09 


32.1 



A 5 J 



GRADE 3' 

RAW SCORE HEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
Test C12 — Alph2U&etizes 
Number of It&ns - 18 







Spring, 


1^72 




Spring, 


1973 


1972-73 


Change 


School 




Raw 


Percent 




Raw 


Percent 


Raw 


Percent 




N 


Score 

*• r 


Masters 




Score 


Masters 


Score 


Masters 


16- 


27 


12.63 , 


37.0^ 


25 


10.80 


36-9 


-1.83 


- 1.0 ' 


17 


28 


15.29 


64.3 


27 


14.93 


74,1 


- .3^ 


9.8 


18 


24 


11;,87 


41.7 


30 


12,33 


40.0 


.46 


- 1.7 


19 


28 


12.39 


46. 4 


29 


12.86 


, 48.3 ' 


. 47 


1.9 


20 


27 


12.33* ' 


40. 7 


29 


13.45 


58.6 


1.12 


17.9 




XvtRAGE 


12.90 


46.0 




12*. 87 


51,4 


- .03 


5.4 




LOW 


11.87 


37.0 




10.80 


36.0 


-l.*83 


- 1.7 


RANGE ^ 




















HIGH 


^ 15.29 


64.3 




14.93 


74.1 


1.12 


17. 9 



Test C13~Book Skills 
Number of Items - 10 







Spring, 


1972 




Spring , 


1973 


1972-73 


Change 




School 




Raw 


Percent 




Raw 


Percent 


Raw 


Percent 






N 

^ — 


Score 


Masters 


N 


Score 


Masters 


Scgre 


Masters 




•16 


27 


3.63 


3. --7 


25 


3.64 


4.0 


.01 


. 3 




17 


28 i 


5.93 


3^.1 


27 


6. 48 


44 .4 


.55 


12.3 




18 


24 


3.50 


4.2 


30 


6.00 


16.7 


2.50 


1Z.5 




19 


28 


4.39 


14.3 


29 


6.79 


55.2 


2. 40 


, 40. 9" 


« 


20 


27 


3.93 


.0 


29' 


3.45 


3.4 


- .48 


3.4 





AVERAGE 4.28 10.9 5. 27 24 .7 „ .99* 13.8 

r LOW 3.50 .0 3. 45 3. 4 - .48 .3 

RANGE / ^ 

1 HIGH 5.93 32.1 6.79 55.2 2.50 40.9 



X53 



GRADE 3 

RAW SCORE l&ANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
Test C18 — Ideas: Sequential Order . 
Number of Items - 10 







Spring, 


^972 




Spring, 


1973 


1972-Z73 Chanqe 


School 




Raw 


Percent 




Raw 


Percent 


Raw 


Percent 




N 


Score 


Masters 


N 


Score 


Masters 


Score 


Masters 


16 


27 


4.30 


22.2 


25 


' 4.68 


24.0 


.38 


• 1.8 


17 


28 . 


7.50 


64.3 


27 


6.78 


55.6 


.72 


- 8.7 


18 


24 


4.75 


25.0 


«0 


6.70 


60.0 


1.95 


35»0 


19 


28 


5.96 


42.9 


29 


6.62 


62.1 


.66 


19. 2 


20 


27 


6.56 


59.3 


29 


6.52 


55.2 


- .04 


- 4.1 



AVERAGE 



RANGE 




42.7 
22.2 
64.3 



6.26 


51.4 


.45 


8.7 


4.68 


24.0 


- .72 


- 8.7 


6.78 ' 


62.1 


1.95 


35.0 



GRADE 4 
Test C13 — Book Skills 
Number of Items - 10 







Spring, 


1972 




Springj^ 


1973 


1972-73 


Change 


School 




Raw 


Percent 




Raw 


Percent 


Raw 


Percent 




N 


Score 


Mas"bers 


N 


Score 


Masters 


Score 


Masters 


16 


26 


4.69 


11.5 


27 


6.07, 


33. 3 


1.38 


21.8 


17 


2a , 


5.75 


25.0 


27 


7.30 


63.0 


1.55 


38.0 


18 


28 


5.68 


35.7 


30 


8.47 


73.3 


2.79 


37.6 


19 


28 


6.36 


' 35.7 


29 


6.41 


I 31.0 


.05 


- 4.7 


20 


27 


6.93 


51.9 


30 


&.50 


36-7 


- .43 


-15.2 



AVERAGE 



RANGE 




32 


0 


6.95 


47.5 


1 


07 


15. 5 


11 


5 


6.07 


. 31.0* 




43 


-15.2 


51 


9 


8.47 


73. 3 


2 


79 


38.0 



iul 
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GRADE 4 

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
Test D17 — Indexes 
Number of Items - 12 







Spring^ 


1972 




Spring> 


1973 


1972-73 


Change 


School 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


16 


26 


7.65 


26. 9 


27 


9.00 


48.1 


. 1.35 


21.2 


17 


28 


9.00 


32.1 


27 


10.52 


74.1 


1.52 


42.0 


18 


28 


8.96 


46. 4 


,30 


9.77 


63. 3 


.81 


16.9 

/ 

12.6 
37.1 


19 


28 


8.14 


35.7 


29 


8. 79 


48. 3 


.65 


20 


27 


7.78 


29.6 


30 


9.90 


66.7 


2.12 



AVERAGE 



RANGE 




8.31 
7.65 
9.00 



34.1 
26.9 
46. 4 



9.60 
8.79 
10.52 



60.1 
48.1 
74;i 



1.29 
.65 
2.12 



26, 0 
12. 6 
42.0 



Test D24 — Selects Relevant Materials 
Number of Items - 24 







Spring, 


1972 




Spring, 


1973 


1972-73 


Change 


School 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


N 


Raw 
Scc^e 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


16 


26 


13. 62' 


15.4 


27 - 


14.96 ' 


14.8 


1.34 


- .6 


17 


28 ' 


20. 07 


71.4 


27 


19.37 


59. 3 


- .70 


-12.1 


18 


28 


17.43 


32.1 


30 


21.20 


76.7 


3.77 


44.6 


19 


28 


17. 32 


53.6 


29 


17. 31 


37.9 


- .01 


-15.7 


. 20 


27 


18.11 


,33. 3 


30 . 


• 

17.97 


50.0 


- .14 


16. 7 



AVERAGE 17-'31 
LOW 13-:62 
HIGH 20.07 



RANGE 



41.2 
15.4 
71.4 



18.16 
14.96 
21.20 



47.7 
14.8 
76.7 



.85 
- .70 , 
3.77 



6.5 
■15. 7 
44.6 



ERLC 



Iu2 
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I 



Gl^E 5 

RAW SCORE MEANS AND |E^CENT MASTERS 









Test 


D12 


— Alphabeti2e,s 










• 


Number of Items - 


18 , ' 










Spring, 


1972 




Spring, 




1972-73 


Change 


School 




Raw 


Percent 




tew 


Percent 


Raw 


Percent 




N 


Scoirs 


Masters 


N 


Score 


M4Sters 


Score 


, Masters 


le' 


27 


/ rs 

p. 93 . 


70.4 


26 


14.96 


65.4 ^ 


. 03 


- 5.0 


17 . 


28 


16.46 


92.9 


25 


17.00 


96.0 


.54 


3.1 


. 18 


25 


16.24 


92.0 


30 


17.03 ^ 


100. 9 


.79 


8.0 


19 


29 


14.00 


S8^ 


32 


16.03 


87.5 


' 2.03 


28.9 


20 


29 


13.62 


62.1 


30 


16.10 


83.3 


2.48 


21.2 




AVERAGE 


15,05 


75.2 




16.22 


86.4 


1.17 


11.2 




LOW 


13.62 


58.6 




' 14.96 


65.4 


. 03 


- 5.0 


RANGE ^ 




















HIGH 


16.46 


92.9 




17.03 


100.0 


2.48 


28.9 








Test D15— 


Table of Contents 












Number 


of Items - 


12 










Spring, 


1972 




Spring, 


1973 


1972-73 


Change 


School 




Raw 


Percent 




Raw 


Percent 


Raw 


Percent 




N 


Score 


Masters 


N 


Score 


Masters 


Score 


Masters 


16 


27 




18.5 


26 


5.77 


11.5 


-1. 97 


- 7.0 


17 


28 


8.21 


35.7 


25 


9.04 


40. 0 


. 83 


4.3 


18 


25 


8.24 


36.0 


30 


9,13 


33, 3 


. 89 


- 2.7 


19 


29 


8.69 


34.5 


3^1. 


8.47 . 


37. 5 


- .22 


3^0 


20 


.29 


7.93 


27.6 


30 


7.57 


10. 0 


- .36 


-17.6 



AVERAGE 



RANGE 





8.16 


30.5 


8.00 


26.5 


- .16 


- 4.0 


LOW 


7.74 


18.5 


5. 77 


10.0 1 


\ 


-17.6 


HIGH 


8.69 


36.0 


9.13 


40.0 


.89 


4.3 



1S6 



GRADE 5 

*RAW. SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
Test D22 — Headings & Subheadings 
Number of Items - 12 







Spring, 


1972 ' 




Spring, 


1973 


1972-73 


Change 




School 


N 


Raw 
Score 


P^ree^t ' 
Masters 


N 


Raw 

Score • 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 




16 


27 


8.04 


' 37.6' * 


26 


7.27 


30.8 


- .77 


- 6.2 




17 


28 


7.93 


42.9 V 


25 


8.28 


40.0 


.35 


- 2.^ 








8.56 


36.0 


30 


8.20 


33.3 


- .36 


- 2.7 




19 


29 


7.34 


24.1 


' 32 


8.34 


37.5 ^ 


1.00 


13.4 






29 

— ^ 


7.17 


20.7 


'30 


8.53 


46.7 


1.36 


26.0 
1 




AVERAGE 


7.81 


32.1 




- 8.12 


37. 7 


.31 


5.6 




^^41ANGE ^ 


' LOW 

high' 


7.17 
8.56 


20. 7 
42.9 




7.27 
8.53 


30.8 
46.7 


- .77 
1.36 


- 6.2 * 
'26.0 










Test 


D25 


— Checks Facts 










4- 




Number 


of Items - 


14 












Spring, 


1972 




Spring , 


1973^ 


1972-73 


Change 




School 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 




16 


24 


6.00 


8.3 


27 


a. 04 


14.8 


2.04 


6.5 




17 


27 


8. 26 


25.9 


26 


6.77 


19.2 


-1.49 


- 6.7" 




18 


27 


5.11 


.0 


26 


9.73 


53.8 


4.62 


53.8 




19 


27 


6. 63 


22.2 


27 


9.30 


29. 6 


2.67 


7.4 




20 . 


27 


4.93 


7.4 


30 


7.13 


13.3 


2.20 


5.9 




* AVERAGE 




6.19 


12. 8 




8.19 


26.1 


2.00 




13.3 




RANGE / 


LOW 
HIGH 


4.93 
8.26 


.0 
25.9 ' 




6.77 
9.. 7 3 


13,3 
. 53.8 


-1.49 
4.62 


- .6.7 ^ 
53,8 





ERIC 



GRADE 6 1^ 

RAW sc6re ,means :^nd percent masters 

* Test^(5l2 — Alphabetizes 



Number of Items - 16 







e 

SorinQ M 


1972 




SDrincr. 


1973 


l?72-73' 


Change 


School 


N 


Raw ' 
Score 

L 


Percent 
Masters 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
MasteM 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


16 


26 


15.96 . 


80.8 


28 


15,68 




- '.28 


- 9.4 


17 


26 


16.15 


84.6 


26 


16.96 


92^3 


.8^ 


7.7 , 


19 


22 


16.18 


86.4'' • 


30 


* 17-. 17 


96.7., 


.^99 


. 10.3 


20 


1'6.15 


90. a , 


,29 


16;8i 


89.7 


• 71 


- /.3 


20 


27 


16.^2 


92.6 


30 


17.17 • 


93.3*' 


• .65 


.7 



AVERAGE 



RANGE 



16,19 


86.9 


16.77 


88 ,7 


.58 


15,96 


80.8 


15.68 
t 


71.4 


- .28 


16,52 


92,6 


• 17.17 


^ 56.7 


.99 



- 9.4 

i«;3 



Test Dl2 — Alphabetizes 
Number of Items - 18 







Spring, 


- • 

1972 




Spring^ 


1973 


1972-73 


Change 


School 


N 


Raw 
Scorre 


Percent 
Masters ^ 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


16 ' 


26 


14.54 


76.9 


28 


15.61 


85.7 ' 


1.07 


■5 

8'! 8 


17 


26 


' ^6^.31 


84.6 


26 


17.04* . 


96.2 


•.73 


11.6 


18 


2f 


16.18 


95.5 


30 


16.90 


93.^ 


.72 


- 2.2^.. 


19 


20 


16,40 


85.0 


29 


16.72 


93. U 


.32 


8.1 


20 


27 


15.85 . 


. 74.1 


30 


17.13 


96.7 


1.28 


'2^.6 



AVERAGE 15. 86 

LOW 14.54 
HIGH 16.40 



RANGE ^ 



83.2 V 
74'. 1 ^ 
95.5 



16.68 


93.0 . 


.82 


9.8 


15.61 


85.7 


..32 


- 2.2 


17.13 


96.7 


1.28 


22.6 


m 
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GRAliE 6 

RAW SCORE MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
Test Dl 3— Guide Wordi 
NuiQber of. Items - 16 



• 


i 




Spring, 


1972 




. Sprifig, 


1973 


19*2-73 Change 




School 


N 


Raw 
Score 


'Percent 
Masters. 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 




16 


27 


9,30 


44,4 r 


25 


12,20 . 


*^ 48,0 


' 2,90. 


3,6 




17 


25 


11,48 


52,0 


29' 


13.72 


*75,9 


- 2,24 


23.9 




IS 


-30 


13,73 


73,3 


29 


13,45 


75.9 


• .28 


2,6 




19 


16 


12,7$. 


75,0 


27 


13,44 


70,4' 


' ,69 


--4.6 




; 20 


28 


11 A "7 


60,7 • 


29 


12,28 


55,2 


,21 


- 5,5 

; 




AVERAGE 


11,87 


61,1 




13,02 


65,1 


1.15 


4.0 




RANGE 1^ 


LOW 


9130 


44,4 




12,20 


48.0 


- ,28 


- 5,5 






HIGH 


1'3,73 


75,0. 




13.72 


75,9 


2,90 


23,9 








' - 


Te^t E9 — 


Alphabetizes 








• 






Number, "of 


Items - 














Spring, 


1972 




Spring, 


1973. 


1972-73 Change ' 




School 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 




Raw - 
Score 


Percen^'^' 
Mastei^ 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 




• 16 


26 


9,23 


, 38,5 


28 


9,43 


/ 


,20 


^ 18,6 




17 


26 


10,^2 


, 65,4 


26 


12.46 


/84.6 

/ 
/' 

73,3 


1,54 


'19,2 




18 


22 


loiLyp 


59,1 \ 


30 


11,50 


1,36 


14;2 




19 


20 


ll!20 


70.0' 


29 


12, 4s/ 


79,3 


1,25 


• 

9,3 




^ 20 


27 


10,04 


55,6 


30 


liy30 


63,3 


i;26 


7,7 



ERIC 




1^9 



GKADE 6 

RAW SCORE M£ANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
Test ElO — Guide Words 















% • 












Number of 


Items - 


16 

* 








• 


Spring, 






Spring, 


1973 


1972-73 




School 


N 


Raw 
Score 


MaAters 

-B- 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


. Raw , 
Score 


Cha^e^ 

Percent 
Masters 


16 


27 


'7.93 


22.2 


25 


9.00 - 


24.0 


1.07 


1.8 


17 


25 


JLO^ei 


40.0 , 


29 


10.55 


41.4- 


- .09 


1^4 


- 18 


30 

r 


lljio 


46.7 


29 


12.31 


58.6 


1.01 


1^.-9 


19 


16 


11.81 


50.0 


27 


11.26 


48.1 


- .55 


- 1.9 


20 


28 


lU . 11 


35.7 


29' 


10.55 


34.^5 


. 44 » 


- 1.2 


AVERAGE 

A 


10.36 


38.9 


— t 


10''.73* 


41.3 


.37 


2.4 


, RANGE ^ 


LOW 
HIGH 


7.93 
11.81 


^2.2 
50.0 ' 




9.00 

ir.3i 


24.0 
58.6 


- .55 
1.07 


11.9 








Test E14 — Library 


« 










Number of 


Items - 


18 










Spring, 


1972 




Spring, 


i973 


1972-73 


Change 


School 

i 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


N* 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


16 


27 


5.74 • 


.0 


25 


*7.00 


.0 


1.2^ 


.0 


17 


25 


7.16 


= .0 


29 


9.41 


.0 


2.25 


.0 


18 


30 ' 


5.57 


.0 


29 


7.55 


13.8 


1! 98 


13,8 


19 




9.19 


18.8 


27 


7,48 


3.7 


-1.71 


-15,1 


20 


28 


7.75 


7:1 


29 


6.79 ' 


.0 V 


- .96 


- 711 


AVERAGE 




7.08 


5.2 




7.65 n 


3.5 


.-57 

'a 


- 1.7 


r LOW 
RANGE ( 

r HIGH 


5.57 ' 
9.19 


.0 
18. 




6.79 
9.41 


.0 

'13.8 


-1.71 
2.25 


-15.1 
13,8 



GRADE 6 

RAW SCOR? MEANS AND PERCENT MASTERS 
Test E19 — Specialized References 
Number of Items - 16 







Spring, 


1972 




Spring, 


1973 


' 1972-73 


Change. 


School 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


N 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters 


Raw 
Score 


Percent 
Masters . 


16 


27 


6.96 


'7.4 


26- 


4 

8.08 
• 


11.5 


1.12' 


4.1 


17 


25 


7.88 


8.0 


27 


8.78 


11. T . 


• 

.90 


3.1 


18 


27 


7.44 


3.7 


30 


12.23 


• 50.0 


4.79 


46.3 


19 


18 


9.67 


16.7 


26 


8.73 


11.5 


- .94 


- 5.2 ^ 


20 


28 


8.32 


7.1 


30 


8.60 


16.7 


.28 


9.6 


AVERAGE 


8.05 ' 


- 8.6 




9.28. 


20.2 


1.23 . 


11.6 


RANGE ^ 


LOW 
HIGH 


6.96 
9.67 


3.7 / 
16.7 




8.08 
12.23 


11.1 
50.0 


- .94 
4.79 


- 5.2 
46.3 



APPENDIX I 



Comparative Perforinance on Program- Embedded Achievement 
Tests of Pupils in Schools with Typical Performance at or 
above Grade Level Participating in the Reference Skills 
Subarea of Study Skills Field Test, 1972-73 
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GRADE 1 

Raw Scor« Means and Percent Masters 

Test BlO—Written Directions . Test B16— Classifies Ideas 

Nuaber of Itens-lS Number of Itens-13 



dcnool 


Spring 
1972 


-9 


Spring 
1973 


' 1972-73 
Change 


Spring 

1972 


Spring 
1973 


1972 - 
Chan£ 


73 
e 




N 


RS* 


ZH 


' M 

n 


RS 


XH 


RS 


2M 


N 


RS 




2M 


N 


RS 


XK 




RS 




1 
1 


30 


12.03 


70.0 


yj 


11.23 


60.0 


-.80 


-10.0 


30 


12 


.07 


80.0 


30 


11.63 


83.3 


- . 44 


3.3 


2 


30 


11.23 


56 . 7 




8.87 


41 . 7 


-2.36 


-15.0 


30 


11 


.13 


66. 7 


24 


10.33 


66 


.7 


on 


\J . U 


■J 


22 


9.95 


54 . 5 


1 Q 


12 . 74 


78.9 


2 . 79 


24.4 


22 


11 


.05 


68.2 


19 


10. 11 


57 


.9 


- . 74 


•10.3 




27 


12.07 


66 . 7 


c o 


13.25 


85. 7 


1 .18 


19.0 


27 


11 


.81 


88.9 


28 


12.43 


lOO 


.0 




11.1 




28 


12.00 


78. 6 


9 ^ 

£, J 


13.88 


'92.0 


1. 38 


13.4 


28 


9 


.86 


60. 7 


25 


11 .44 


72 


.0 


1 ^ Q 


11.3 


7 


28 


10. 89 


57. 1 




' 9. 77 


/ 

53.3 


-1 .12 


-3.8 


28 


12 


.25 


89.3 


30 


1^63 


86 


.7 


- .62 


-2.6 


D 

o 


29 


12.90 


69.0 


23 


12.13 


60.6 


-.77 ' 


0.6 


29 


12 


.41 


93.1 


23 


11 .00 


78 


.3 


-1.41 


-14 .8 


Q 


29 


13.28 


82.8 


30 


14.07 


90.0 


.79 


7.2 


29 


12.07 


89.7 


30 


12.13 


93 


.3 


.06 


3.6 


10 


26 


12.19 


61.5 


30 


11.63 


70.0 


-.56 


8.5 


26 


10.96 


73.1 


30 


12.00 


86 


.7 


1.Q4 


13.6 


11 


28 


11.93 


64.3 


30 


14.07 


93.3 


2.14 


29.0 


28 


11 


.32 


75.0 


30 


12.53 


96 


.7 


1.21 


21.7 


12 


28 


10.29 


53.6 


27 


12.48 


70.4 


2.19 


16.8 


28 


10 


.18 


53.6 


27 


11.44 


77 


.8 


1.26 


24.2 


13 


29 


12.62 


79.3 


30 


12.10 


70/0 


-.52 


-9.3 


29 


11 


93 


82.8 


30 


10.20 


63 


3 


-1.73 


-19.5 


15 


26 


14.15 


88.5 


30 


14.20 


96,7 


.05 " 


8.2 


26* 


12 


54 


96.2 


30 


12.50 


96 


7 


-.04 


-0.5 


21 


25 


13.68 


88.0 


30 


12.43 


76.7 


-1.25 


-11.3 


25 


11.96 


84.0 


30 


* 11.77 


90.0 


-.19 


6.0 


22 


30 


12.85 


76. 7 


29 


11.93 


65.5 


-.90 


-11.2 


30 


11. 


50 


76.7 


29 


12.00 


86. 


2 


.50 


9.5 


23 


27 


8.30 


37.0 


33 


13.18 


84.8 


4.88 


47.8 


27 


11. 


70 


85.2 


33 


12. la 


87. 


9 


.48 


2.7 


32 


31 


U.71 


lOO.O 


37 


14IL62 


97.3 


-.09 


-2.7 


31 


11. 


74 


77.4 


37 


12.54 


94. 


6 


.80 


17.2 


AVERAGE 




12.06 


69.7 




12.50 


76.2 


.44 


6.6 




11. 


56 


48.9 




11.64 


83. 


4 


.08 


4.5 


f LOW 

range/ 


8.30 


37.0 




8.ff7 


41.7 


-2.36 - 


-15.0 




9. 


86 


53.6 




10.11 


57. 


9 


-1.73 


-19.5 


1 HIGH 


14.71 100.0 




14.62 


97.3 


4.88 


47.8 




12. 


54 


9.2 




12.54 


100. 


0 


1.58 


24.2 



♦Raw Scores 
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Grade 1 

Rav Score Heans and Percent Meters 

. Test C19 — Judgnents & Conclusions 
. Nifl^er of Iteu-12 



School 




Spring 
1972 








Spring 
1973 




1972-73 
Change 






N 


RS* 


ZM 




N 


RS 


ZM 


RS 


ZM 


1 


30 


10.03 


73.3 




30 


9.73 


50.0 


-.30 


-23.3 


2 


' 30 


9.87 


60.0 




24 


9.17 


41.7 


-.70 


*lp.3 


3 


22 


9.73 


54.5 




19 


9.84 


63.2 


.11 


8.7 


4 


27 


9.93 


63.0 




28 


10.71 


78.6 


.78 


15.6 


6 


28 


8.71 


46.4 




25 

* 


9.68 


60.0 


.97 


13.6 


7 


28 


10.54 


89.3 




30 


10.07 


63.3 


-.47 


-26.0 


8 


29 


10.48 


72.4 




23 


9.17 


30.4 


-1.31 


-42.0 


9 


29 


10.28 


69.0 




30 


9.47 


46.7 


-.81 


-22.3 


10 


26 


*9.50 


46.2 




30 


10.07 


63.3 


.57 


17.1 


11 


28 


9.68 


46.4 




30 


9.77 


60.0 


.09 


13.6 


12 


28 


9^93 


64.3 




27 


10.37 


6^.0 


.44 


-1.3 


13 


29 


10.10 


75.9 




30 


9.43 


53.3 


-.67 ' 


-22.6 


15 


26 


10.42 


84.6 




30 


10.17 


6(f.0 ' 


. -.25 


-24.6 


21 


25 


10.20 


60.0 




30 


* 9.47 


46.7 


^ --73 


-13.3 


22 


30 


10.10 


60.0 




29 


10.52 


79.3 


.42 


19.3 


23 


27 


9.67 


48.1 




33 


10.06 


57.6 


.39 


9.5 


32 


31 


10.10 


61.3 




.37 

I 


10.62 


8^.1 


.52 


19.8 1 




AVERAGE 




9.96 


63.2 


« 




9.90 


58.7 


-.06 


-4.5 




LOW 


8.71 


46.2 






9.17 


30.4 


-1.31 


-42.0 


RANGE ^ 


HIGH ' 


10.54 


89.3 






10.71 


8i:i* 


.97 


19.8 


*Raiv Scores 




























»• 









X65 



GRADE 2 

Raw Score Means anid Percent Masters 

Test C12— Alphabetize^^ Test' C13— Book Skills 

Nunber cjf It^-18 Number of Ite«s-10 



School 


Spring 
1972 


Spring 
1973 


1972-73 
Change 


Spring 
1972 


Spring 
1973 


1972-73 
Change 




N 


RS* 


XH 


N 


RS 




ZM 


RS 


ZM 


N 


ks 


ZM 




RS 


ZM 


RS 


ZM 


1 


27 


14 


.63 


66 


.7 


30 


14 


.37 


70 


.0 


-.26 


3 


.3 


27 


6 


.37 


29 


.6 


30 


6 


.00 


33 


.3 


- 


.37 


3.7 


2 


26 


13 


.38 


57 


.7 


25 


14 


.08 


56 


.0 


.70 


-1 


.7 


• 26 


5 


.00 


~j 


.8 


25 


6 


,08 


16 


.0 


1 


.08 


12.2 


3 


17 


13 


.29 


52 


.9 


23 


13 


.'30 


56 


.5 


.01 


3 


.6 


17 


4 


.94 


17 


.6 


^3 


4 




13 


.0 


- 


.20 


-4.6 




27 


15 


.07 


66 


.7 


19 


16 


.47 


89 


.5 


1.40 


22 


.8 


27 


6 


.07 


29 


.6 


19 


6 


. 37 


31 


.6 




.30 


2.0 


6 


19 


12 


42 


52 


.6 


36 


13 


75 


58 


.3 


1.33 


5 


.7 


19 


3 


.05 


5 


.3 


36 


6 


.94 


41 


.7 


3 


.89 


36.4 


7 


30 


13 


43 


50 


.0 


30 


13 


17 


40 


.0 


-.26 


-10 


.0 


30 


5 


73 


26 


7 


30 


5 


.83 


23 


3 




10 


-3.4 


8 


29 


11 


03 


31 


dJ 


•26 


12 


96 


53 


8 


1.93 


22 


.8 


29 


5 


48 


20 


7 


26 


5 


19 


19 


2 




29 


-1.5 


9 


28 


14 


64 


'64 


3 


31 


14 


13 


58 


.1 


-.51 


-6 


2 


28 


6 


04 


• 32 


1 


31 


5 


.26 


19 


4 




78 


-12.7 


10 


28. 


15 


89 


78 


6 


30 


13 


83 


53 


3 


-2.06 


-25 


3 


28 


6 


79 


46 


4 


30 


6 


00 


36 


7 




79 


-9.7 


11 


28 


16. 


46 


89 


3 


24 


15 


58 


75 


0 


-.88 


-14 


3 


28 


8 


18 


64 


3 


24 


7 


17 


50 


0 


-1 


01 


-14.3 


12 


26 


U. 


00 


57 


7 


16 


14 


6^ 


75 


0 


.62 


17 


3 


26 


4 


85 


11 


5 " 


16 


6 


00 


31 


3 


1 


15- 


*i9.8 • 


13 


28 


U. 


07 


64 


3 


29 


13 


07' 


55 


2 


-1.00 




1 


28 


6 


61 


39 


3 


29 


5 


62 


24 


1 




99 


-15.2 


15 


20 


14. 


25 


55 


0 


21 


15. 


19| 


71 


4 




16. 


4 


^0 


-5- 


50 


35 


0 


21 


6. 


76 


57. 


1 


1 


26 


22.1 


.21 


29 


15. 


41 


75 


9 


30 


14 


37 


66. 


7 


-1.04 


-9. 


2 


29 


6. 


86 


44. 


8 


30 


6 


87 


46. 


7 




01 


1.9 


22 


•31 


14. 


45 


58. 


1 


24 


15. 


87 . 


79. 


2 


1.42 


21. 


1 


31 


5. 


81 


22. 


6 


24 


7 


79 


62. 


5 


1 






23 


21 


12. 


67 


47. 


6 


32 


13. 


47 


50. 


0 


.80 


2. 


4 


21 


4. 


86 


4. 


8 


32 


4 


44 


6. 


3 




42 


1.5 


32 


29 


12. 


72 


41. 


4 


20 


T 


4> 


75. 


0 


2.73 


33. 


6 


29 


7. 


34 


55. 


2 


20 


7 . 


05 


50. 


0 




29 


-5.2* 



AVERAGE • 13.99 59.4 14.^3 53.4 .34 4.3 5.85 28.8 6.12 33.1 .27 4.3 

{LOW 11.03 31.0 12.96 40.0 -2.06 -25.3 3.05 3.8 4.44 6.3 -l.Oi -15.2 

HIGH 16.46 69.3 16.47 89.5 2.73 33.6 8.18 64.3 7.79' 62.5 3.89 39.9 
♦Raw Scores 



ft 
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GRADE 2 

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters 

Test C18 — Heas: Sequential Order 
KuBBber of Itess-lO 



School 


Spring 
19?2 


Spring 
1973 


. 1972-73 
ChanRe 




H 


RS* 


ZM 




N 


RS 




2M 




RS 


ZM 


1 


27 


7. 




66 


7 


30 


8.30 


76. 


7 


.86 


ao.o 


2 


26 , 


7. 


77 


65 


4 


25 


6. 


52 


48. 


0 


-1.25 


-17.4 


3 


* 17' 


6. 


76 


52 


9 


23 


8. 


52 


87. 


0 


1.76 


34.1 


A 


27 


7. 


85 


77 


.8 


19 


8.05 


78 


9 


.20 


1.1 


6 


19 


6 


21 


U2 


.1 


36 


6. 


75 


50 


0 


.54 


7.9 


7 


30 


6 


87 


63 


.3 


30 


7. 


40 


66 


7 


.53 


3.4 % 


8 


29 


7 


38 


65 


.5 


26 


7. 


27 


65.4 


-.1} 


-0.1 


9 


28 


8 


89 


89 


.3 


31 


7. 


35 


58 


1 


-1.54 


-31.2 


10 


28 


8 


.11 


78 


.6 


' 30 


8. 


17 • 


76 


7 


.06 


-1.9 


11 


28 


9 


25 


92 


.9 


24 


9. 


33 


100 


0 


, .08 


7.1 


12 


26 


7 


27 


65 


.4 


16 


7. 


37 


68 


8 


.10 


3.4 


13 


28 


7 


.57 


71 


.4 


29 


8. 


17 


79 


.3 


.60 


7.9 


15 


20 


7 


.65 


70 


.0 


21 


8. 


38 


81 


0 


.73 


11.0 


21 


29 


9 


.24 


96 


.6 


30 


7. 


63 


66 


.7 


-1.61 


-29.9 


22 


31 


7 


.35 


54 


.8 


24 


8. 


29 


70 


.8 


.94 


16.0 


23 


21 


7 


.86 


71 


.4 


32 


6. 


81 


56 


.3 


-1.05 


-15.1 


32 


29 


8.76 


79 


.3 


20 
» 


8 


70 


85 


.0 


-.06 


5.7 \ 



AVERAGE 

LOU 
HIGH 
*Raw Scores 



RANGE 



7.78 
6.21 
9.25 



70.8 
42.1 
96.6 



7.82 
6.52 
9.33 



71.5 
48,0* 
100.0 



.04 
-1.61 
1.76 



0.7 
-31.2 
34.1 



ERLC 
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GRADE 3 

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters 1^ 



Test Cl2—Ai4>habetizes Test Di2— Alp.hat^tizes 

Number of Iteas-lS , K^-rber of Items-lS 



School 


SpiT ma 
1972 


Sprina 
• 1973 


1972 
Chan 


-73 
:;e 


Spring 
1972 


Spring 
1971 


1972-73 




N 


RS» 


%M 


S' 


RS 




RS 


»M 


N 


RS 


*M 


N 


RS 


%M 


RS 


' 4m 


1 


29 


14.21 


58.6 


26 


17\o 


96. 2 


2.79 


37.6 


29 


14.31 


72.4 


26 


15.^8 


80.8 


1.27 


8.4 . 


2 


30 


14.67 


66 . 


2 9 


^4.76 


69.0 


. 09 


2.3 


30 


15.40 


76.7 


29 


14. 55 


72.4 


-.85 


-4.3 


3 


21 


16.24 


55.7 


16 


15.31 


31.3 


-.43 


-4.4 


21 


15.81 


76.2 


16 


15.00 


63.6 


-.81 


-7.4 


A 


2A 


16.37 


95,3 


27 


16.15 


74. 1 


-.''2 


-21.7 


24 


15.63 


79.2 


27 


16.07 


31.5 


.44 


2,3 


6 


IB 


14.73 


77.3 




15. 41 


32.4 


. 63 


^4.6 


18 


15.5: 


77.3 


17 


14. 94 


70.6 


-.56 


-7,2 




27 


15.73 


31.: 


3 Z 


15, s: 


76.7 


. :2 


— 4 . c 


27 


1 5 . .6 3 


77.8 


30 


15.4: 


3:.o 


-.23 


2.2 


' 


27 


15.44 


77. 8 


27 


15, 93 


/ ^ , t 


.49 


-7,4 


27 


16.0:" 




27 


15.63 


■^4 . 1 


-.44 


-3.7 




•} - 


16.43 




3: 


17.3^ 




. 94 




3: 


16.3" 


3 3.3 


30 




5 3.3 


~ , 






3: 


15.13 


66 . 




16.53 


36." 




2: , : 


3: 


^ ^ . 1 J 




5 : 


14.63 




-. 50 


: . : 




3: 


15. 37 


73.2 


3 • 


16.2: 


5 3.3 


. 35 






14 . 90 


66 . 7 


3 * 




$0,0 


.47 


13 3 


12 


3 6 


16. 14 


36 . 1 


28 




^3.6 ! 


- . 43 




3f 


15.64 




28 


1 5.. 46 


T3.6 


-.13 


3.6 


T •} 


23 


15. 54 


^ : . 4 .23 


15.57 


67 , 9 


. :3 


-3. 5 


23 


15.79 


52.1 


28 


12.50 


53.6 


-3.29 


-28.5 




2: 


15,95 


76.2 . 

i 


22 




i 

72. 7 ! 

1 


- . 54 


-3.5 


21 


15 71 


51 . D 


22 


14.77 


77.3 


-.94 


-3. " 


21 


30 


1 e "i -» 


63.3 ■ 


25 


13.71 


7 3.6 ; 


. : 4 


15.3 


3C 


15.53 


30.0 


23 


14. 93 


61.7 


-.60 


-19.3 


22 


3C 


16. 57 


36.7 i 

1 


23 


15.96 


7 5.: \ 






2 : 


16.37 


33.3 


23 


14.^9 


60 . " 


-1. 58 


-22.6 


23 


32 


16.47 


9:. 6 i 

i 


3: 


15.93 


53.3 1 


-.54 


-7.3 


32 


16.12 


37. 5 


3 0 


15.73 


76.7 


-,39 




,32 


23 


15. 35 


73.3 : 

1 


27 


16. 52 


as. ! 

j 




6 . 5 


23 


14.83 


60. 9 .27 

i 


16.07 


38.9 


1 . 24 


28.0 


A'/ERAG 


E 


15.65 ^'e.: 




15.99 


so.i 


. 34 


2.1 




15. 57 


76.9 




15.12 


74.0 


-.45 


-2.9 


pange/ 

I; 




14. 21 

16.37 


53.6 
95.3 




14.7c 
17.37 1 


67. 9 


-.72 - 
2.79 


•21.7 
37.6 




14.31 
16. 37 


6:. 9 

37.5 




12 5 : 

16.17 


53.6 - 
58.9 


-3.29 
1 .27 


-28.5 

25.: 



♦Raw Scores 
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GRADE 3 

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters 



Test D24 — Select^ Relevant Materials 
Nuitber of Iteitts-24 



Test E9 — Alphabetizes 
NuAber of Items-14 



School 


spring 
• 1972 


Spring 
1973 


1972-73 
Chanae 


Spring 1 
197 2 ' 


Spring 
1973 


1972-73 
Change 




N 


RS 


• 


%M 


N 


RS 




%M 


RS 


%M 


N 


RS 




%M 


■ 


N 


RS 


%M 


RS 




tH 


1 


25 


IB 


.88 


60 


.0 


25 


19 


.56 


64.0 




63 


4.0 


29 


3 


55 


34.5 


26 


3. 50 


34.6 




.05 


0.1 


2 


25 


* IB 


.80 


56 


.t) 


24 


18 


.67 


58. 3 




. 1 3 


2.3 


30 


7 


43 


30 


.0 


29 


3.10 


31,0 




.67 


1.0 


3 


22 


20.27 


72 


, 7 


17 


17 


.83 


52.9 


-2 


39 


-19.3 


21 


10 


05 


23 


.3' 


16 


7.44 


25.0 


-2 


61 


1.2 


4 


23 


20 


.30 


65 


2 


23 


20 


.61 


32, 6 




31 


17.4 


24 


3 


37 


50.0 


27 


9. 07 


25.9 




20 


-24.1 


6 


IB 


IB 


.56 


3B 


9 


18 


18,17 


55. 6 




39 


16.7 


13 


8 


33 


22.2 


17 


9.12 


47 


1 




79 


24.9 


7 


24 


19 


.B7 


70 


8* 


25 


-.19.56 


56.0 




31 


-a4.3 


27 


10.44 


55 


.6 


30 


9.13 


50.0 


-1 


31 


-5.6 


8 


22 


19 


. 32 


6B 


2 


22 


17 


64 


45..5 


-1 


63 




27' 


3 


56 


29 


.6 


27 


7.44 


25 


9 


-1 


12 


-3.7 


9 


24 


18.25 


50. 0 


2 5 


20 


.20 


80.0 


1 


95 


3 0.0 


TD 


10.13 


56.7 


30 


10.43 


50 


0 




30 


-6.7 


10 


25 


20 


.12 


63 


0 


24 


19 


.33 


66.7 




29 


-1.3 


30 


3 


23 


3 6'. 7 


30 


10.83 


53 


3 


2 


60 


16.6 


11 


23 


21 


00 


73 


9 


25 


20 


64 


76.0 




36 


2,1 


30 


10.17 


56 


.7 


30 


10.27 


53 


3 




10 


-3.4 


12 


23 


18 


74 


56 


5 


23 


19 


83 


60.9 


1. 


09 


4.4 


36 


3 


25 


41 


,7 


23 


9.00 


50.0 




75 


3.3 


13 


24 


IB 


08 


37, 


5 


25 


17 


34 


43.0 




24 


10.5 


23 


7 


93 


32 


.1 


23 


6.14 


21 


4 


-1 


79 


-10.7 


15 


19 


20 


63 


73. 


7 


22 


20 


73 


77.3 




10 


3.6 


21 


10 


43 


52 


4 


22 


9.27 


40.9 


-1 


16 


-11.5 


21 


24 


20 


37 


66 


7 


24 


20 


00 


66.7 




37 


0.0 


30 


9 


20 


43 


.3 


28 


3.71 


35 


7 




49 


-7.6 


22 


23 


19 


83 


65.2 


25 


17 


43 


36.0 


-2, 


35 


-29.2 


30 


11 


77 


73 


3 


.23 


8.61 


32 


1 


-3 


16 


-41.2 


23 


23 


IB 


52 


7B 


3 


24 


18. 5C 


5C.0 




02 


-28.3 


32 


■9 


84 


43 


3 


30 


3.73 


36 


7 


-1 


11 


-7.1 


32 


22 


21 


3^ 


72 


7 


25 


20,38 


33.0 




4S 


15.3 


23 


9. 


61 


43 


5 


27 


10.52 


63 


0 




91 


19.5 




AVERAGE 


19. 


5B 


63. 


2 




19. 


3D 


62.6 




23 


-C.6 




9. 


23 


42 


7 




3. 90 


39. 


3 




33 


-2.9 


range/ 




13. 
21. 


OB 
36 


37. 
78. 


5 

3 




17. 48 

20. 8B 


36. 0 
88. 0 


-2, 
1. 


39 
95 


-29.2 

3C.0 




7. 
11. 


43 
77 


22 
73 


2 
3 




6.14 
10.33 


21. 
€3. 


4 

0 


-3. 
2. 


16 
60 


r41.2 
24.9 
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GRADE" 4 

Raw Score Means -and Percent Masters 



Test D13 — Guide Words 
Number of items-16 



Test D22 — Headings 6 Subhead^.n^'^ . 

Number of Items-12 ^ \ 



School 


Spring 
1972 


Spring 
1973 


1972-73 
Change 


Spring 

1972 


Spring 

1973 


1972-73 
Change 




K 


R5* 


IH 


N 


R5 


%M 


RS 


%M 


N 


RS 




%M 


N 


RS 




%M 


RS 


»M 


I 


27 


13.81 


81 .5 


30 


13.17 


80. D 


-.64 


-1 


.5 


27 


9. 


93 


66.7 


30 


9. 


70 


56 


7 


-.23 


-10.0 


2 


27 


13.00 


70.4 


28 


12.14 


60.7 


-.86 


-9 


.7 


27 


9 


30 


59.3 


28 


9. 


50 


53 


6 


.20 


-5.7 


3 


20 


X0.65 


40.0 


24 


10.33 


37.5 


-.32 


-2^5 


20 


8. 


55 


45.0 


24 


8. 


83 


50.0 


.28 


. 5.0 




33 


12.58 


69,7 


22 


13.09 


72.7 


.51 


3 


.0 


33 


8 


79 


51.5 


22 


, 9. 


86 


72 


7 


1.07 


21.2 


6 


17 


12. 59 


70.6 


24 


10.75 


41 .7 


-1 .84 


-28 


.9 


17 


8. 


53 


58.8 


24 


8. 


25 


45 


8 


-.28 


-13.0 


7 . 


25 


12.4a 


68.0 


30 


13.43 


73.3 


1 .03 


5 


. 3 


25 


8. 


76 


60.0 


30 


8. 


80 ' 


50.0 


.04 


-10.0 


8 


29 


13.62 79.3 


20 


14.38 


86.2 


.76 


6 


.9 


29 


9. 


72 


72.4 


29 


9. 


93 


65.5 


.21' 


-6.9 


9 


29 


12.34 


51.7 


29 


12.69 


65 . 5 


. 35 


13 


.8 


29 


9. 


28 


62 . 1 


29 


9. 


93 


82 


8 


.65 


20.7 


10 


29 


13.66 * 


72.4 


28 


13. 36 


71.4 


-.30 


-1 


.0 


29 


9. 


83 


62.1 


28 


9. 


93 


57 


•1 


.10 


-5.0 


11 


29 


13.90 


82.8 


30 


14.50 


90. .a 


• ".60 


7 


.2 


29 


9. 


83 


75.9 


30 


10.60 


86 


7 


.77 


10.8 


12 


38 


11.42 


47.4 


29 


12.86 


65.5 


1.44 


18 


.1 


38 


8. 


24 


36.8 


29 


9. 


52 


58 


6 


1 .28 


21 .8 


13 


29 


13.10 


72.4 


29 


12.48 


6515 


-.62 


-6 


.9 


29 


10. 


66 


86.2 


29 


9. 


52 


62 


1 


-1 .14 


-24.1 




20 


11.65 


45.0 


20 


12.70 


70.0 


1.05 


25 


.0 


20 


8. 


90 


60.0 


20 


9. 


40 


55 


0 


.50 


-5.0 


21 * 


29 


13.21 


75.9 


29 


13.24 


65.3 


.03 


-10 


.4 


29 


9. 


55 


48.3 


^29 


10.38 


72.4 


.83 


24-. 1 


22 


30 


11.67 


53.3 


36 


12. 94 


66.7 


1.27* 


13 


. 4 


30 


8, 


30 


40.0 


36 


9. 


78 


61 


1 


1 .48 


21 .1 


23 


34 


13.00 


70,6 


33 


14.18 


81,8 


1.18 


11 


.2 


34 


9. 


50 


58.8 


33 


10. 


30 


69 


7 


.80 


10.9 


32 


31 


14.58 


43.5 


23 


13.35 


73.9 


-1.23 


-19 


.6 


31 


10.58 


83.9 


23 


10.22 


78 


3 


-.36 


-5.6 



A^/ERAGE 

{LOW 
HIGH 



12.78 67.3 12.92 63.7 .14 1.4 

10.65 40.0 10.33 37.5 -1.84 -28.9 

14.58 93.5 14.50 90.0 1.44 25.0 



9.31 60.5 



8.24 36.8 
10.66 86.2 



9.67 63.4 .36 3.0 
8.25 45.8 -1.14 -24.1 
10.60 86-.7 1 .48 24.1 
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GRADE 4 

Raw Score Mean? and Per/rent Masters 



Test D25 — Checks Facts 
Number of Items-14 



Test ElO--Guide Words 
Number of Items-16 



School 


Spring 
1972 


j^Spr mg 
1973 


1972-73 
Change 


Spr mg 
1972 


Spr mg 


1972-73 
Chan<?e 




N 


RS* 


I.M 


N 




\H 


RS 






RS 


%M 




RS 


IM 


RS 




1 


24 


6.12 


8. 3 


25 


8.00 


24.0 


1.88 


15,7 


27 


8.74 


11.1 


30 


12.30 


70.0 


3 


. 56 


58.9 


2 


24 


8.00 


16.7 


22 


9.91 


31. 8 


1.91 


15.1 


27 


9.63 


22.2 


28 


9,71 


42.9 




08 


20.7 


3 


20 


8.40 


15.0 


24 


8.21 


20.8 


-. 19 


5,8 


10 


7.70 


15.0 


24 


7. 9^6 


12,5 




26 


-2,5 


4 


25 


8.72 


32. 0 


24 


9.50 


41.7 


.78 


9.7 


J3 


8.61 


21,2 


22 


11. 91 


54,5 


3.30 


33,3 


6 


18 


7.22 


16.7 


22 


9.55 


40,9 


2. 33 


24.2 


17 


10.18 
• 


41.2 


24 


9.21 


16.7 




97 


-24.5 


7 


21 


8.19 


9.5 


, 25 


9.«0 


32.0 


1.61 


22.5 


25 


8.40 


12.0 


30 


10.20 


33.3 


1 


80 


21.3 


8 


24 


9. 54 


29.2 


23 


10.52 


43. 5 


. 98 


14.3 


29 


10. 52 


37,9 


29 


11.21 


41.4 




69 


3.5 


9 ^ 


22 


7.36 


9.1 


24 


8.92 


29.2 


1.56 


20,1 


29 


8. 97 


20,7- 


'29 


10. 62 


37,9 


1 


65 


17,2 


t 

10 


25 


10. oc 


44.0 


, 25 


9. 84 


24. 0 


-.16 


-20.0 


29 


• 10-. 34 


37,9 


28 


9.71 


32.1 




63 


-5,3 


11 


25 


9.24 


24.0 


25 


11.68 


64. 0 


2,44 


40. G 


29 


.10.90 


41,4 


30 


12.73 


66. 7 


1 


83 


'2 5.3 


12 


25 


6. 56 


16.0 


25 


9.16 


36. 0 


2.60 


20,0 


38 


8.79 


21,1 


29 


9. 55 


34.5 




76 


13.4 


13 


23 


10. 00 


47. -8 


23 


7.78 


« 3.7 


-2.22 


-39.1 


29 


10.69 


37. 9 


29 


8. 38 


27.6 


-2 


31 


-10.3 


^5 


19 


7.42 


10.5 


21 


8.48 


14. 3 


1,06 


3.8 


2C 


7.6k0 


10.0 


20 


10, 45 


40,0 


2 


85 


30.0 


21 


22 


10.18 


50.0 


25 


8.56 


24.0 


-1.62 


-2 6, C 


29 


10. 90 


37,9 


29 


10.03 


41,'^ 




87 


3.S 


22 


23 


9.26 


30.4 


25 


9.40 


40,0 


.14 


9,6. 


30 


9. 30 


30.0 


36 


9.28. 


19.4 




02 


-10.6 


23 


22 


9.55 


40.9 


25 


11.04 


52,0 


1.49 


11.1 


34 


10.71' 


29.4 


33 


13.03 


^3.6 


2. 


32 


34.2 




s2 


11.41 


62, 5 


24 


12.42 


66,7 


1.01 


4.2 


31 


11. 19 


41.9 


25 


11.43 


34,8 




24 


-7.1 



AVERAGE 



8.66 27.2 
6. '12 8.3 



C low- 
range/ 

IHIGH 11.41 62.5 
*Raw Scores 



9.57 34.9 .91 7,7 
7.78 8.7 -2,22 -39.1 
12.42 66,7 2,60 40,0 



9.60 27.6 
7.60 10.0 
11.19 41.9 



10,45 39.4 .8: 11.8 
7. 96 12.5 -2.31 -24.5 
13.03 70.0 3.56. 58.9 
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GRADE 5 

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters 

9 



Test £19 — Specialized References 
NuFiber of Items-16 



Test E23--Outlining 
Number of Items-12 



School 




Srr mg 






Sor ina 
. 1973 


1972-73 
Chanqe 


Spring 
1972 


Spring 
1973 


1972-73 
Chanqe 




N 


RS* 




N 


RS 


\^ 




RS 






N 


RS 


%M 






%M 


RS 




I 


21 , 


il.33 




.€ 


23 


10.74 


34. 


8 


-. 59 - 


12 


8 


27 


7.59 


25 


.9 


30 


o. 53 


63 


3 


1 . 


94 


37.4 


2 


21 


9.95 




3 


24 


10.23 


41. 




. 30 


8 


4 


29 


7.83 


31 


.0 


25 


8. 36 


52 


0 




53 


""^l . 0 


3 • 


30 


^.97 


2 6 




24 


10. 96 


33. 


3 


. 99 


6 


6 


29 


8,41 


37 


. 9 


23 


8.48 


47 


8 




07. 

if 


9.9 1| 


4 


21 


1 C . 71 


3 3 




24 


11.12 


41 . 


7 


.41 


8 


4 


h 


8. 06 


33 


. 3 


31 


8.19 


35 


5 




13 


2.2 


6 


21 




2 2 


y 


23 


. 10.73 


26. 


l' 


. 07 


-7 


2 


24 


8.04 


5 0.0^ 


21 


7.48 


28 


6 




56 


-21.4 


7 


J 5 


: : . 40 






23 


^:i.52 


47. 


8; 


. 12 


3 


8 


28 


8. 32 


35 


, 7 


28 


9.14 


53. 


6 




82 


17.9 


E 


22 


1 ' . 


3 6 


4 


; 25 


12.64 


56. 


r 


-1.87 


19 


^ 


29 


^.52 


34 




27 


8.48 


33 


3 




96 


-1.2 




21 


1 : . 7 : 






2 4 


12.^5 


62 . 




2 04 


2 9 


2 


3S 


3.03 


4 ♦« 




30 


8.4 0 


36 


7 




37 


-8.'0 


1 0 


23 






2 


2 5 


13.23 


6 4 . 


r, 








26 


7.54 


3 4 


. 6 


30 


8.63 


*50 


0 


1 . 


09 


15.4 




22 








j 24 


14.46 


3". 




2 1 0 


33 




26 


9.0 3 


61 




30 


10. 33 


66 


7 


1.25 


5.2 




2-; 




4 S 




i 


I C . 2 9 






'■% 






35 


3 . 09 


4 5 


. 7 


29 


7.38 


37 


9 




71 


-7.8 


13 


2^ 


'-.62 


3 3 


3 


i 2 : 


9.35 


24. 




. 2$V^ 






30 


7.33 


36 


.7 


26 


7.33 


34 


6 




05 


-2.1 


I 5 




1 C . 6 5 


i; 




i 


9.50 






- 1 , 1 s 






2 0 


S. 95 






19 


7„9 5 


47 


4 


-I 


00 


-7.6 




^ 4 


9-83 


3 3 






10.6'' 


.2. 






2: 




27 


6.70 


1 I 




29 


8 . 52 


44 


3 


[. 


82 


33.7 


22 


24 


: : . 96 


■J ~ 








52. 




. 6 8 


18 


■7 


30 


5.70 


4 0 


, 0 " 


' 30 


8 30 


33. 


3 




4 0 


-6.7 




2 












5 9 . 










31 


9.00 


51 


. 6 


31 


3.90 


51 


6 




la 


0.0 




z 5 




^ •< 




! 








j . c 5 

[ 






2'> 


8.31 


44 


.3 


30 


9.73 


66 


7 


1. 


42 21.9 








1 1 . 1 2 








1 * . *:3 






, 56 








8^. 0 9 


39 


6 




8. 54- 


46.1 




4 5 


6.5 




^ LOW 


9.62 


2 6 . 








12. 


5 










6.7 0 


I 2 


^ 




7.38 


23 


6 


-1. 


00 


-21.4 


RASO£< 


iHIGfi 


i2.6: 


65. 






14.46 


« 

S 7 . 




2.10 


2 2 






9.08 


61 


5 




10.33 


66. 


7 


1. 


94 


37. 4 
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* GRADE 5 

Raw Score Meanfe and Percent Masters 

> , 



Test £25 — Infers to Generalize 
Number of Iteins-14 



Test F14 — Dictionary: Pronunciation 
Number of Items-12 



Schoo 1 


Spring" 
-^1,972 


r 


Spring 
* 197 3 


1972-73 
Chanqe 




Spring 
1972 




Spring 
1973 T 


1972-73 
Chan?je 




V 




.%M 




N 


RS 




%M 


RS 




N 


RS 


%M 


>J 


RS 


%M 


rts 


%M 


u 
















































# 1 ^ 


27 


8 


'33 


18 


^ 5 


30 


1 0 


]^ 2 


3 0 0 


1 80 


'1 1 5 


27 


7 37 




3 


3 0 


8 


20 


. 7 




83 


13.4 


2 


29 


8 


41 


20 


. 7 


25 


9 


84 


'36.0 


1.43 


15.-3 


29 


6. 69 


24 


1 


25 


8 


^6 


44 


.^0 


1 


87 


19.9 


3 


29- 


8 


1? 


17 


.2 


23 


8. 


87 


21.7 


.70 
i 


4.5 


2 9 


8.^2 


3 1 


-C' 


' 23 


8 . 


8 3 


4 3 


. 5* 




31 


12.5 


' 4 


* 3 6 


, 9 


47 






31 


Q 

7 . 


8 7 


•J J . ^ 


. 4 0 




36 


/ . D / 


38 . 


9 


3 1 


7. 


48 


2S 


8 


_^ 


19 


-13.1 


6 


24 


8 


53 


20 


8 


21 


8. 


67 


23.8 


#34 


3. 0 


24 


8,75 


45. 


8 


21 


7. 


57 


42 


9 


-1 


18 


-2.9 


7 


28 


9 


S2 


28 


6 


29, 


9. 


57 


35.7 


7.25 


X 7.1 


28 


6. 96 


32. 


1 


28 


7 . 


93 


32 


1 




9^ 


0.0 


8 


29 


8 


OT 


6 


9 


27 


10. 


19 


3^7 . 0 


2.12 


30. 1 


29 


6. 17 


24. 


1 


27 


7 . 


52 


29 


6 


1. 


35 


5.5 


• 






A 








































9 


38 


9. 


24 


39 


5 


30 


.9. 


30 


30.0, 


. 06 


-9.5 


38 


7.47 


31 . 


6 


30 


8. 


17 


36 


7 




75 


5.1 


ICf . • 


26 


,9. 


58 


26 


9 


30^ 


9. 


70 


36.7 


.12 


9.8 


^6 


^8.19 


38. 


5 


30 


8 . 


43 


* 

43 


*3 . 




24 


4.8 




26 


10. 


23 


, 42 


3 


30 


11. 


60 


60.0 


I. Si 


17.7 


26 


7.73 


34 . 


6 


30 


10. 


03 


76 


1' 


2 . 


30 


y^.l ^ 
































* 


















12 


35* 


9. 


11 


22 


9 


29 


8. 


72 


21. S 


-.39 


-4.7 


35 


8.26 


4 5> 


7 


29 


7. 


86 


41 


4 , 




4 0* -4.3 - 


'li 


30 


8\ 


67 


26. 


7 


26 


9. 


04 


23. 1 


*.^7 


-3.6 


30 


7.13 


33'. 


3 


26 


6. 


81 


23 


; 




32 


-10.2 


15 . . 




10. 


20 


30 


0 


19 


9. 


32 


21.1 


-'.88 


-8.9 


20 


8.75 . 


55. 


0 


19 


8. 


84 


^6 3 


2 




09. 


f*8. 2 


•21 ^ 


1 












































27 


8. 


56 


22. 


2 


29 . 


9. 


41 


20.7 


.85 


-1 . 5 


27 


7.22 


40. 


7 


29 


8 , 


62 


41 


4 ' 




40 


' 0.7 


22 




9. 


03 


13. 


3 


30 




47 


•1.3.3 


-.56 


0.0 


30 


8.80 


56. 


7 


30 


9* 


03 


« 

56 


7. 




23 


0.0 


23 


31 


10. 

T 


23 


45. 


2 


31 


9. 


35 * 


35.5 


-.88 


-9.7 


31 


8. 52 


•48. 


4 


31 


- 8 . 


00 


• 

32 


3 




52 


-16.1 • , 


• * 32 • 


29 


10. 


45 


31. 


0 


30 


10. 


10^ 


'36.7 


-.35 


5.7 ' 


29 


9. 03 


55. 


2 


30 


9. 


63 


66 


7 




60 


11.5 

^— V- ■ 



AVERAGE * 9.17 2 6.1 
f LOW' 8.07^ 6.9 

range/ 

IHIGH 10,4 5 4 5.2 
*Raw Scores 



9.54 31.4 .37 5.3 7.83 39.4 8.32 43.9 .49 4.5 

•8.47 13.3 -.88 -9.7 6.17 24.1 6.81 23.1 -1.18 -16.1 

11.60 ^0.0 2.12 3 0^.1 9.03' 56.7 10,03 66.7 2.30 42.1 



J 
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GRADE 6 

Raw Sgore Means- and Percent Masters 



Test Ell — Card Catalog 
Number of Items-16 



TeSt-i5^4 --Library 
Number of Items-1 8 



^chooll 


Spring 
1972 


SpnJwQ5 
1973 


« 

1972-73 , 
Chancie 


Spring / 
ii7 2 




• 

Spring , 
197 3 


1972-73 - 
Change 




N 




* 


%M 


N 


RS 


%M 


RS 


%M 


N 






%M 


N 


-RS . 


%M 


' RS 


%M 


1 • 


23 


13.96 


73.9 


27 


12.8^ 


63.0 


-i.ii^- 


10.9 


23 


10. 


48 


13.0 


24 


11. 


29.2 


1.19 


16.2 


2 


29 


'l3 


17 


75.^ 


^8 


12. 54 


64.3 


-.63 - 


11.6 


28 


12. 


18 


28 


6 


27 


11.37 


-22.2 




81 


-6.4 


3 


21 


11 


.48 


52.4 


33 

\ 


12. 64 


51.5 


1.16 


-0.9 


19^ 


12. 


74 


42. 


1 


34 


12.^2 


26.5 




08 


.-15.6 


4 


20 


11 


.20 


40.0 


\ 

1'9 


13. 53 


78.9 


2.33 


38.9 


18 


9. 


06 


11. 


1 


18 


13. 61 


61.1 


4. 


55 


50. 0 


6 


30 


11 


83 


50. 0 


19 


11.53 


52.6 


-.30 


2.6 


28 


10. 


21 


28. 


6 


19 


11.00 


2^1 


• *79 


-7.5 


7 


30 


11 


30 


46.7 


30 


12. 97 


63.3 


1. 67 


16.6 


25 


8. 


76 


0. 


0 


30 


11.81, 


36.7 


3. 


07 


36. 7 


4 8 . 


28 


• 12 


07 


^57.1 


23 


12. 52" 


56.5 


.45 


-0.6 


32 


11. 


41 


21 . 


9 


29 


12.48 


'24.1 


1. 


07 


2.2 


9 


28 

* 


IS 


57 


64. 3 


22 


12.23 


59.1 


-.34 


^5.2 


27 


13. 


3? 


40. 


7 


19 


13.68 


36.8 




31 


-3.9 


10 


30 


'10.67 


26.7 


28 


13. 93 


85.7 


3.26 


5^. 0 


29 


* 

9. 


GO 


6. 


9 


29 


10.52 


17.2 


1 . 


52 


iq.3 


ir ^ 


29 


13.03 


6 2.,1 


30 


13:67 


70.0 ^ 


. 64 


7.SL^ 


26 


12. 


08 


34. 


6 


30 


1^ . 2^3 


70.0 


3. 


15 


3 5^. 4 


12 - 


18 


.12.72 


50. 0 


21 


11.29 


47.6 


-1.4*3 


-2.4 


18 


11. 


44 


16. 


7 


15 


10.89 


10.5 




55 


-6.2 


13 ^ 


30 


12 


40 


63.3 


29 


11.10 


41^4 


-1.30 - 


21.? 


30 


12. 53 


43. 


3 ' 


26 


11.08 


19.2 


-1 . 


45 


-24.1/ 


15 


. 18 


11 


39 


44.4 


23 


11.87 


56.5 


.48 


12.1 


13 


9. 


83 


22.2 


23 


12.57 


30.4 


2.74' 


. 8.2 


21 


29 


11 


21 


41.4 


29 


13.41 


72.4 


2.^0 


31.0 


24 


8. 


46 


8. 


3 


30 


10.43 


6.7 


1. 


93 


-1 . 6 


22 


27 


12 


96 


59.3 


27 


12.85 


74.1 


-.11 


14.8 


28 


9. 


96 


14. 


3 


^8 


13. 57 


* 42.9 


% 


61 


28 . 6 


23 • 








































i 


32 


28 


12 


82 


50.0 


33 


13.12" 


66.7 


, -30 


16.7 


26 


12. 


42 


26.9 


33 


12. 48 


27.3 




06 


0.4 




AVERAGE 


12.17 


50.4 




12.63 


* 

59.0 


.46 


8.6 




10. 


87 


21 . 


1 




12.20 


2§.3 


1. 


33 


7.2 



f iow 
range/ 



10.67 26.7 
13.96 75.9 



11.10 41.4 -1.43 -21.9 8.46 0.0 

13.93 85.7 3.26 59.0 lfj.3? 43.3 



10.43 6.7 -l.« -24.1 
15.23 70.0 4.55 50.0 



•♦Raw Scores 



ERIC 



o J 



Score Means and Pejpent Masters 



Test F1D--Card Catalog 
Number of I terns -16 



Test F) 3--Library 
Number of lt&ins-20^ 



• 


School 


Soring * 
197 2 


spring 
1973 


1972-7 3 " 


Spring 
1972' 


Spring 
1973 


1972-7 3 
Chanqe 




N 


RS* 




N 




I.M 


RS 


%M 


N 


RS 


%M 


N 


RS 


%M 


RS 


. %M 




l' 


23 


12.74 


56.5 


27 


12.33 


55. 6 


-.41 


-0.9 


23 


17. 04 


69.6 


24 


16.33 


66> 7 


-.71 


-2 . 9 






.•29 


12.10 


62. 1 


28 


3. 39 


35.7 


-2.71 - 


-26.4 


28 


16. 57 


75.0 


27 


15.22 


66.7 


-1.35 


-8. 3 




3 


21 


9790 


33. 1 


33 


11.48 


54.^ 


• 1 . 58 


16.4 

r7.9 




15.53 


73.7 


34 


17 . 38 


91.2 


1.85 


17. 5 




A 


20 


* IC, 35 


4 0.0 


19 


l-*. 5 3 


57. 9 


. I.IS 


18 


15. 44 


55.6 


18 


15.94^ 


66.7 


.50 


11.1 




6 


30 


^0. 30 


4C. J 


19 


10.47 


36.8 


. 17 


-3.2 


28 


13.93 


35. 7 


19 


13.26 


36.8 


-.67 


1.1 






3 0 




3 0* G 




9.97 


36.7 


- . lo 


6 . 7 


2 5 


17.16 


3 0,0 


30 


"16.47 


7 3.3 


- . 69 


c 

-6.7 




3 


28 


1 1 , 63 


53. ^ 


23 


^ 1C.61 


47.3 


-1.07 


-5 .% 


32 


16. 44. 


73.1 


29 


52 


72.4 


1 . 08 


-5.7 




9 


28 


.1 68 


55. i 


22 


11 5> 


54. 5 


-.09' 


0. 9 


27 


17,33 


92. 6 


19 


17.05 


34.2 


-.23 


-3 . 4 






3: 


. : . 20 


36,7 


23 


12.36 


60. 7 


2.16 


24.0 


29- 


16. 69 


69.0 


29 


17 . 00 


75.5 


. 31 


6.9 






25 


11.52 


43 . 3 


3 0 


12,. 4 0 


63. 3 


" . 88 


15.0 


26 


17. 04 


76.9 


30 


18 .27 


93, 3 


1 .23 


16. 4 




12 


13 


:n. 11 
* 


'16.7 


2} 


5.95 


0,0 


-4.16 - 


16.7 


13 






19 






. 55 


7.3> 




13 


3C 


11.33 




29 


- 3.62 


17. 2 


-2 71 - 


32.8 


3 0^ 


17.23 


8 0.0* 






65.4 


-.92- 


-•14.6 




*I 5 


13 


i C. G€ 


3!rr9 


23 


.10 35 


39.1 


.29 


0.2 


18 


16. 78 - 


"7.3 


23 


17.61 


91. 3 




13.5 




1 


29 


9. 17 


20 7 


29 


10.83 


34.5 


1 . 66 


13.6 


24 


15. 58 


54.2 


30 


17.17 


80.0 


1 .:9 


25.8 




22 I 

23 \ 


27 




33>.2 


1 

27 


12 . :i 


51.9 


1 . 18 


15.6 


28 


16! 71 


''1.4 


28 


17.21 


32. 1 


.50 


10.^ 




32 






57 . 1 


3? 


11.42 




-.65 


-3,6 


26 


16.62 


84.6 


33 


17.21 


84.8 




0.2 












































10.8 9- 


T?.7 






40.9 


13 


1 . 1 




16.42 


66.8 




16.69 


70. S 


. 27 


3.8 



LOW 



I" . 

*Raw Scores 



9.17 16.-7 
12.74 6-2 *i 



a. ^2 O.C 
^- 12^36 * 6 3.5 



-AWe -32.8 



13.93 35.7 



2. 16 24. « ' -1?. 92.6 



13.26 36.8 -1.35-14.6 



ERIC" 



GRADE ,6 

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters 
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Test F16 — Subject Index to Children's Magazines 
Number of I terns- 12 



Test GU — Catalog Cards 
Number' of ItenJs-16 



School 


Spring 
1972 


Spring 
1973 


1972-73 
Chanqe 


Spri^ig 
197 2 


Spring 

1973 


1972-73 
Chanqe 




N 


RS* 


%M 


N 


RS 


%M 


RS 


%M 


N 


RS 




N 


RS 




*M 


RS 




%M 




1 


24 


9 


.08 


58 . 3 


23 


9.17 


60.9 




. 09 


2 . 6 


23 


14. 57 


95. 7 


27 


1 3 


.19 


74.1^ 


-1 


38 


-21 


6 


2 


25 


7.16 


36.0 


?5 


6, . 84 


'56.0 


1 


. 68 


2 0 « 0 


29 


13.66 


75 


. 9 


28 


12 


.61 


67. 9 


-1 


05 


-8 


0 


3 


22 


7 


.18 


27 . 3 


29 


7 . 38 


17 . 2 




.20 


-10.1 


21 


12.14 


61 


9 


3 3 


13 


.61 


78.8 


1 


47 


16.9 


4 


20 


7 


• 70 

7 


35. 0 


20 


7 . 50 


30. 0 




.20 


-5.0 


2C 


12.70 


60 


0 


1 9 


: 3. 05 


78.? 




3 5 


18 


9 


6 


30 


6 


. 47 


26. 7 


22 


8.14 


45.5 


1 


. 67 


18.8 


30 


• i: 


.83 


53 


3 


1 9 


1 2 


00 


42.1 




1 7 


-11 




7 


24 


8 


. i 3 


37.5 


24 


9 . 92 


66 . 7 


1 


. 79 


29 . 2 


3 C 


12 


.33 


63 


3 


3 0 


ID 


47 


33. 3 




86 


-3C 


0 


3 


22 


8 


. 55 


45. 5 


24 


8 . 58 


41.7 




.03 


-3.8 


28 


12 


. 96 


71 


4 


2 3 


11 


52 


39.1 




44 


-32 


3 


9 


23 


7 


78 


39.1 


21 


8,52 


47.6 




. "^4 


8 . 5 


2^ 


I 3 


.00 


57 


1 


22 


; 3 






00 


1 5 . 


^ 


10 


24, 




79 


3 3.3 


24 


9 .54 


62.5 


t.^5 


2 9.2 


3C 


11 


. 7 0 


43 


3 


23 


14 




^92. 9 


3 


1 2 


49 


6 


1 1 


20 


8 


50 


40.0 


24 


9 . 62 


62 . 5 


1 


.12 


22 . 5 


29 


13 


.52 


65 


5 


30 










2i 


4 . 


5 


12 


17 


8 


53 


47.1 


21 


7-. 7 6 


47. € 






0 . 5 


18 


12 


5 0 


i \ 




21 


y2.67 


57. 1 




t 7 


-4 . 


0 


13 


25 


3 


80 


40. 0 


25 


7 . 88 


40.0 




92 


0 . 0 


3C 


: 3 


.13 


73 


3 


2 9 


9 


59 


48. 3 




54 


-25 . 


0 


15 , 


17* 


8 


00 


41.2 


19 


9. 32 


63.2 


1 


32 


22. C 


18 


13 


I'' 


72 


2 




^ •) 


43 • 






31 






21 


24 


5 


83 


20. 8 




9. 04 


43.0 


3 


21 


27,2 


29 


11 


5 5 




3* 


■29 


12 


52 


58. 6 




97 


•> ") 


8 


22 


21 


6 


90 


23.3 


24 


7.33 


20.8 




43 


-3.0 


27 


13 


26 




4 


27 


13 




7 0.4 


- 


I . 


0. 




23 
















































32 

_i 


23 


7 


96 


4?. 5 


23 


^13 


60. 9 


1 


17 


•n.4 


26 


1 3 


86 


85. 


n 


33' 


\ 3 


33 


69.- 




56 


- 1 £ 

V 




i 


7. 


77 


?5. 0 




3 .60 


45.4' 




33 


10.4 




.12. 


87 


62. 


1 




12. 


67 


6 0. -5 




20 


- 1 
• t 


6 


RANGEi 


f LOW 5. 
iUGH 9. 


83 
08 


20.3 
58. 3 




7 .33 
5.92 


17.2'' 
66. 7 


3. 


92 
21 


-10. i 
29.2 




11 . 
14 . 


55 
57 


43. 
95. 


3 




9. 

14 . 


S9 
82 


33. 3 
92.9 


-3 , 
3, 


54 
12 


-32. 
49. 


3 

6 



*Paw Srrores 
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GRADE 6 

Raw Score Means and Percent Masters 

Test G12 — Dewey Decimal System 
'Number of Items -18 



School 


Spring 
1972 


Spring 
1973 


1972-73 
Chanqe 




N 


RS* 


%M 


N 


RS 


%M \ 


RS • 


. %M 


. 1 , 




13. 61 


34.8 


24 


13.29 




45.8 


1 — 

- .32 


11.0 


2 


28 


13. 54 


\39.3 


27 


12.4.4 


18.5 


-1.10 


-20.8 


3 


19 


12. 58 


'36. 8 


34 


13.76 


52.9 


1.18 


16.1 


) " 


18 


11.33 


27.8 


18 ' 


13.56 


38.9 


2.23 


11.1 


6 


28 


10.89 


17. 9 


19 


10.16 


15.8 


-.-73 


-2.1 


7 


25 


. 12.92 


36.0 


30 


12.90 


33.3 


-.02 


-2.7 


8 


32 


13. 06 


31.3 


29 


13.17 


44.8 


.11 ■ 


13.5 


9 • 


27 


14.52 


63.0 


19 


14.53 


63,2 


.01 


0.2 


10 


29 


12.41 


31,0 


29 


13.52 


37.9 


1.11 


6.9 


11 


,26 


14.35^ 


65.4 


3q 

Ik 


15.57 


80.0 


1.22 


14.6 


' 12 


18 


14.11 




19 


1'4 .37 


42.1 


. .26 


-13.5 


» 13 . 


30 


14.17 


t 

53.3 


26 


13.19 


.42.3 


-.98 


-11.0 


15 


18 


12.72 


22.2 


23. 


14.30 


56. 5 


■ 1.58 


34.3 


21 


*24 


12.79 


29.2 


30 


'13.97 


46.7 


1.18 


17.5 


22 


28 


14.00 


28.6 


28 


13.36 


39.3 


-.64 


10.7 


23 


















32 


26 


13.85 


5-3.8 


33 


13 .15 


39.4 


-.70 


-14.4 



AVERAGE 



13.18 



36.8 



C Low 10.89 17.9 

range/ 

miGH 14.52 ^5.4 



*RaW' Scores 



13.45 
10". 16 
•15.57 



41'. 0 ■ 
15.8 ■ 
80.0 



.27 
•1.10 
2.23 



4.2 

•20.8 
34.3 

4 
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APPENDIX J 



Comparative Performance on Standardized Achievement Tests 
of Pupils In Schools with TyplcaV Performance below 
Grade Level Participating in the Map, Graph and Table 
Subareas of Study Skills Field Test, 1971-73 
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APPENDIX K 



Comparative Performance on Standardized Achievement 
Tests of Pupils lin Schools with Typical Performance 
below Grade Level Participating in the Reference Skills 
Subarea of Study Skills Field Test, 1972-73 



181 



1 



183 



RAW SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKs} and GRADE EQUIVALENTS^ 
Conipr^ehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Form Q Level 2 
Study Skills Test 9 - Using Reference Materials 
Number of Items - 20 



GRADE 5 







Spri 


ng, 1972 




Spring , 


1973 




1972 


-7 3 Change 


School 




Raw 


%-ile 


Grade 




Raw 


%-ile 


Grade 


Raw 


%-ile 


Grade 




N 


Score 


Rank 


Equiv. 




Score 


Rank • 


Equiv . 


Score 


Rank 


Equiv. 


16 


24 


6. 58 


24 


3.9 


27 


6.74 


24 


3.9 


,16 


0 


,0 


17 


27 


8.70 


♦37" 


4.6 


26 


10.12 


44 


5,0 


1,42 


7 


,4 


18 


27 


5.85 


17 


3.4 


26 


14.73 


79 


7.3 


8,88 


62 


3,9 


19 


27 


9.44 


37 


4.6 


27 


11,78 


57 


5.7 


2.34 


20 


1.1 


20 


27 


7.70 


30 


4.3 


30 


8.90 


37 


4.6 


1,20 


7 


. 3 



AVERAGE 



RANGE 



7.65 


30 


4.3 


10.45 ' 


44 


5 


0 ' 


>.80 


14 


.7 


5.85 


17 


. 3.4 


6.74 


24 


3 


9 


.16 


0 


.0 


9.44 


37 


4.6 


14.73 


79 


7 


3 


8.88 


62 


3.9 



Spring, 1972 



GRADE 6 

Spring, 1973 



197 2-73 Change 



School 




Raw 


%-ile 


Grade 




Raw 


%-ile 


Grade 


Raw 


%-ile 


Grade 




N 


Score 


Rank 


Equiv, 


N ' 


Score 


Rank 


Equiv, 


Score 


Rank 


Equiv. 


16 


2''7 


8. 52 


— i 

23 " 


4.6 


26 


' 9,35 


23 


4.6 


,83 


0 


. 0 


17 


25 


. 7.68 


18 


4.3 


27 


10,78 


34 


5.4 


3,10 


16 


1,1 


18 


27 


10.52 


34 


5.4 


30 


_ 13,00 


48 


6.2 


2,48 


14 


.8 


19 


18 


9,11 


23 


4.6 


26 


9.69 


28 


5.0 


,58 


5 


, 4 


20 


28 


9.32 


23 


4.6 


30 


10.90 


?4 


5.4 


1,58 


11 


-8 




AVERAG€ 




9.03 


23 


4,6 




10,74 


34 


5.4 


1.71 


11 


.8 




LOW 


7, 6a 


' 18 


4,3 




9,35 


23 


4, 6 


, 58 


0 


.0 


RANGE / 


























HIGH 


IJD, 52 


34 


5.4 




13,00 


48 


6,2 


3.10 


16 


1.1 



^Large city norms 
^Regular nOrms 
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APPENDIX L 



Comparative Performance on Standardized Achievement 
Tests of Pupils in Schools with Typical Performance 
at or above Grade Level Participating in 'the Map, Graph 
and Table Subareas of Study Skills Field Test, 1971-72 



I 



IBS 



X87 

GRADE 3 

RAW SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKS, AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS 
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6 Level 9 * 
Test W-1: Map Reading 
Number of Items-27 * 

Fall, 1971 Fall, 1^72 1971-72 Change 



School 


N 


Raw 
Score 


%-ile 
J^ank 


Grade 
Equiv. * 


N 


Raw 
Score 


%-ile 
Rank 


Grade 
Equiv, * 


Raw 
Score 


%-ile 
Rank 


Grade 
Equiv 


. I 


9 A 


in 


fi n 




9 ^ 


11 1 fi 


Q Q 

o 7 


"J "7 


9 fl 9 


9 Q • 


A 

. 4 


2 






A. A 
4 4 


1 

1 1 


> 

OA 


1 ^ ^ n 


Q Q 

y o 


A 1 
4 . 1 


A 

4 . Ud 


^ A 
j4 


1 n 


3 




in n 4 


A A 
4 4 


1 1 


1 7 


1 1 OA 


fi n 


■J . J 


1 9 n 


1 fi 




4 


9 A. 


19 7 7 


7 fi 


1 t; 

< 


9 t; 
J 


19 1 fi 


7 fi 


"7 C 

J . D 


9 1 


U 


n t 


5 


9 n 


11 fit; 


7 fi 


J . D 


1 Q 


in <^ 7 


fi A 


J ^ J 


Q Q 


1 fi 


\ 

. ^ 


7 




in Q 


4 4 


1 1 


9 t; 


19 19 


7 C 


T {; 


^ 7 T 


1 9 


A 

. 4 


o 

o 


9 1 


1 1 ^7 


7 fi 


J . ^ 


9 t; 


in ^9 


fi n 


T "J 
J . ^ 


1 • n t; 


_ 1 fi 

-ID 


— 9 


9 


9 7 


1 17 




^ . J 


9 fi 


1 "5 1 


Q Q 


4.1 


Q fi 
— . O D 


— i 


— 9 


10 


21 


13.52 


95 


3 . 9 


22 


13.14 


89 * 


3*7 


- . 38 


-6 


• 


11 


25 


17.36 


99+ 


4.5 


24 


15.25 


98 


4.1 


-2.11 


-1 


-.4 


12 


24 


12.46 


76 


3.5 


21 


15.24 


98 . 


4. 1 


.2.78 


22 


.6 


13 


23 


11.87 


76 


3.5 


25 


12^76 


89 ^ 


3.7 


.89 


13 


.2 


15 


19 


13.63 


95 


3.9 


21 


11.90 


76 


3.5 


-1.73 


-19 


-.4 


21 


24 


11. 63 


76 


3.5 


2^ 


' 15.12 


' 98 


4,1 


3.49 


22 


.6 


22 


23 


12.65 


89 


3.7 


24 


10.87 


60 


3.3 


-1.78 


-29 


-.4 


23 


25 


15.40 


98 


4.1 


26 


13.54 


95 


3.9 


-1.86 


-3 


-.2 


32 


20 


17.10 


99+ 


4.5 


24 


79 


98 


4.1 


-2. 31 


-1 





— ^ y-i 

AVERAGE 12 . 87 89 3. 7 13. 09 89 3 . 7 . 22 0 .0 

(LOW 10.04 44 3.1 ID. 52 60 3.3 -2 .31 -29 -.4 

HIGH 17. 36 99+- 4 . 5 15. 31 98 4 . 1 4 05 / S4 1.0 



*A grade equivalent of 3.2 should be used as a base for comparison. 
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^ \ GRADE 3 \ 

RAW SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKS, AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS 
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6 Level 9 
Test W-2: Reading Graphs and Tables 
Number of Item8-20 







Fall, 


k 

1971 






Fall, 


1972 


/ 

/ 
/ 




1971 


-72 Change 


School 


N 


Raw 

Score 


%-ile 
Rank 


Grade 
Equiv , * 


N 


Raw 
Score 


%-ile 
Rank 


Grade 
j(quiv. 


Raw 


%-ile 
KanK 


Grade 
Egu-iv . 


1 


24 


V 

9.96 


67 


3.4 


25 


12,16 


92 


\3. 


V 

8 


2.20 


25 


.4 


2 


20 


8.00 


27 


2.9 


24 


12,12 


92 ' 

« 


3.8 


4 .12 


65 


.9* - 


3 


J24 


8.46 


» 27 


2.9 


17 


8.71 


43 


3. 


1 


.25 


16 


.2 


4 


24 


' 10.83 


82 


3.6 


25 


11. 56 


^92 

67 


3. 


8 


.73 


10 


.2 


6 


20 


9.75 


67 


3.4 


18 


10.11 


3. 


4 


.36 


0 


.0 


7 


18 


9 . 44 


43 


3,1 


25 


11.04 


82 


3. 


6 


1 .60 


39 


.5 


'8 


23 


9.48 


43 




25 


9.32 


43 


3.1 


-.16 


0 


.0 


. 9 


23 


12. 91 


" J 


4.0 


26 


13.38 


97 


4 . 


0 


.47 


. 0 


.0 


10 


21 


11 .95 


92 


3.8 


22 


if. GO 


82 


3. 


6 


-.95 


-10 


-.2 


11 


25 


12.88 


97 


4.0 


24 


12.58 


97 


4. 


0 


-.30 


^0 . 


.0 


12 


24 


10.67 


82 


3.6 


21 


13.76 


99 + 


4. 


3 


3. 09 


1 7 


. 7 


13 


« J 




4 3 


3 . 1 


25 


9. 60 


67 


3. 


4 


. 51 


24 


. 3 


15 


19 


11.11 


82 


3 . 6 


21 


10,57 


82 


3. 


6 


C A 
— , 34 


0 


.0 


21 


24 


9.08 


43 


3.1 


25 


11.04 


82 


3. 


6 


1.96 


39 


. 5 


22 


23 


11.35 * 


82 


3.6 


24' 


10.42 


67 


3. 


4 


-.93 


-15 


-.2 


23 


25 


13. 


97 


4.0 


26 


11.81 


92 


3. 


8 


-1.31 


-5 


-.2 


32 


20 


13.30 


97 


4.0 


24 


12, 37 


92 


3. 


8 . 


-.93 


-^5 


-.2 


AVERAGE 




10.6^ 


. 82 


3. -.6 




11.27 


82 


3. 


6 


. 60 


0 


. 0 


f LOW 


&. 00 


27 


2.9 




8.71 


^ 43 


3.1 


-1.31 


-15 


-.2 


RANGE < 

1 HIGH 


13.30 


97 


4.0 




13.76 


99+ 


4 . 


3 


4.12 


65 


. 9 



*A grade equivalent of 3.2 should be used as a base for comparison. 
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GRADE 4 

RAW SCORE MEANS, PERCE^^TILE RANKS, AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS 
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6 Level 10 
Test W-1: Map Reading 
Number of °Item8-32 







Fall, 


1971 ' 






Fall, 


1972 




1971 


-7 2 Change 


School 




Raw 


%-ile 


Grade 




Raw 


%-ile 


Grade 


Raw 


%-ile 


Grade 




N 


Score 


Rank 


Ecju IV , * 


N 


Score 


Rank 


Equiv . * 


Score 


Rank 


Equiv . 


1 


19 


13. 11 


44 , 


4 .1 


^0 


15. 75 


86 


4 . 7 


2^ 64 


42 


. 6 


2 


20 


' 9. 95 


8 


3,4 


24 


12.71 


44 


4.1 


2.76 


36 


, 7 


3 


2 2 


15, 95 


86 


4,7 


22 


15.50 


86 


4.7 


-.45 


0 


.0 


4 


19 


17, 21 


93 


4.9 


22 


17. 56 


96 


5, 0 


, 34 


3 


,1 


6 ' 


20 


i5.15 


74 


4.5 


17 


15.00 


74 


4,5 


-. 15 


0 


.0 


7 


24 


15, 63 


86 


4,7 • • 


20 


14 ,70 


74 


4.5 

r 


-.93 


-12 


-.2 




21 


17. 05 


93 


4 , 9 


17 


14,18 


58 


4,3 ^ 


-2.87 


-35 


-.6 


5 


20 


15,75 


86 


4,7 


20 


14 .85 


74 


4.5 


-. 90 


-12 


2 


10 


23 


16. 09 


86 


4,7 


24 


15.50 


86 


4.7 


-.59 


0 


.0 


11 


21 


19. 67 


99+ 


5.4 


22 


20. 23 


9^+ 


5,4 


• .56 


0 


.0 


12 


20 


14 ,25 


58 


4.3 


21 


15,90 


86 


4.7 


1.65 


28 


. 4 


13 


24. 


15.21 


74 


4.5 


23 


15.39 


74 


4,5 


,18 


0 


.0 


15 


17 


15. 82 


86 


4 . 7 


16 


17.75 


96 


5 , p 


1 Q 1 
1 . 7 J 


10 


. 3 


21 


23 


f 

16. 04 


86 


4.7 


25 


14 . 72 


74 


4 . 5 


-1.32 


-12 


-.2 


22 


19 


16. 63 


93 


4 . 9 


21 


16.81 


93 


4,9 


.18 


0 


' .0 


23 


17 


15, 82 


86 


4.7, 


22 


19,27 . 


93 


5.2 


3.45 


12 


.5 


32 


31 


20, 71 . 


99+ 


5.7 


25 


20,36 


99+ 


5.4 


-.35* 


0 


-.3 


AVERAGE 


15.88 


86 


4.7^ 




. 16.25 


86 . 


4.7 


.37 


0 


.0 




rLow 


9,95 


8 


3.4 




12,71 


44 


4 .1 


-2.87 


-35 


-.6 


RANGE { 


























1 HIGH 


20. 71 


99+ 


5.7 

• 


20,36 


99^ 


5.4 


3.45 


42 


.7 



*A grade equivalent of 4.2 should be used as a base for comparison. 
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GI^DE 4 

RAW SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKS, AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS 
Iowa Tests of Ba^ic Skills, Form 6 Level 10 
Test W-2: Reading Graphs and Tables 

Number of ItefflS-24 . . 







Fall,' 


1971 






Fall, 


1972 




1971 


-72 Chang 


e * 


Schodl 




Raw 


%-ile 


Grade 




Raw 


%-ile 


Grade 


Raw 


%-ile 


Grade 




N 


Score 


Rank 


Equiv, * 


N - 


Score « 


Rank 


"Equ IV , * 


ScoVe 


•Rank 


Equiv . 


w 

* 1 


' 1:9. 


12.42 


52 


4.^ 


20 


^"12.80 w 


^6^ 


4 . 4 


.138 


16 


.2 


2 


20 


12.95 


68 


4 . 4 


24 


1 1 . D U 






1 . n 3 


ID 


'2 


3 


22 


11,77 


5 2 


4 . 2 


22 




5 2 


.4 2 


? 

. 1 0 


Q 


. 0 


4 


1 9 


14.47 


8 5 


4 7 




14.71 


Q 


n 

J • u 


,44 


1 u 


"5 
. J 


6 


20 


12. 10 


52 


4. 2 


17 


13.35 


68 


4.4 


1.25 


16 


, 2 


7 




13 3 3 




*t . '1 


^ u 


1 J . 3 U 

r 


0 J 


A 7 


1 7 
. 1 ' 


1 7 » 
1 / ' 


"5 
. J 


8 




1 Z 71 


6 8 


4 4 


1 7 
1 / 


1 J . o ^ 


0 3 


4 7 


1,11 


1 7 
1 / 


3 


9* 




12.65 


D o 




^ u 


1 J . 3 3 


at; 


• A 7 




• 1 7 

1 / 


"3 
. J 


























10 




1^*1/ 


D ^ 




^ *i 


1^.34 


b 0 


4,4 


.37, 


1 D 


« £. 


1 1 




15.05 


9 5 


5 . 0 


22 


44.91 


9 5 


5 . 0 


I * . 14 


0 


, 0 


12 


20 


10. .60 


22 


3.8 


21 


11.95 


52 


4.2 


1,35 


30 


,4 


13 


24 


14,00 


85 - 


4,7 


23 


12.74 


68 • 


>,4 


-1,26 


-17 


-.3 


15 


17 


13.71 


85- 


4*7 


16 


14,44'' 


85 ^ 


4,7 


.'7 3 


0 


-.0 


21 - 


2v 


14.09 


85 


4.7 


25 


12. 32 


52 


4,2 


-1,77 


-33 


-.5 


22 


19 


13,42 


68 


4,4 


21 


12.^5 


52 


4.2 


-1,13 


-16 


'-,2 


23 


17 • 


13. 29 


68 . 


4.4 


22 


15.^2 


95 


5.0 


2.03 


27 




32 


31 


15. 65 


99 


5.3 


*2 5 


15. 24' 


9d 


5.0 


-,41 


• 4 


-.3 


AVERAGE 


13.20 


68 


4.4 




13, 36, 


68 


4.4 


.16 




.0 




LOW 


10.60 


22 


3,8 ' 




11,50 


52 


4.2 


-1.77 


-33 


-.5 


* RANGE 1 
























HIGH . 


15,65 


99 


5.3 




15.32 


95 ' 




2.03 


30 


.6 



♦A grade equivalent of 4.2 should be used as a base for gcsnpar^^n. 
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- GRADE 5 

RAW ♦ SCORE MEANSy PERCENTILE RANKS, AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS 
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Fortn 6 Level 11 
Test W-1: Map Reading 
Number *of Iteins-36 



Fall, 1971 



; 

Fall, 1972 



1971-72 Change 



School 




Raw 


%-ile 


Grade 




Raw 


%-ile 


Grade 


Raw 


%-ile 


Grade 




N 


Score 


Rank 


Equiv. * 


N "^Score 


Rank 


Equiv, * 


^ore 


Rank 


Equiv 
V 


1 


2 2 


17 


.45 


64 


5, 


4 


21*f . 


18 


.24 


77 


5. 6 




.79 


13 - 


.2 














if 
















2 

• 


25 


12 


.60 


1 8 


4, 


6 * 


25 


18s«16 


• '77 


' 5."6 


5 


. 56 


59 


1.0 

* 


3 


28 


17 


.89 


77 


5, 


6 


23 


2l 


,22 


91 


5. 9 


2 


.33 


14 


.3 


4 


25 


17 


,80 


7 7 


5. 


6 




20 


.59 


96. 


6,1 


2 


79 


19 


' . 5 


6 > 


23 


17 


. 13 


64 


5, 


4 ' 




1? 


.83 


91 


5^9 


2 


.70 


,^27. 


. 5 


7 


21 


17 


. 95 


7 7 


> 5. 


6 


/ 

26 


19 


.58 


, ' 91 ^ 


5 , 9 


1 


63 


14 




9 


24 


16,67 


64 


5 . 


A 
H 




19 


.00 


82 


5.7 


2 


33 


18 


.3 


9 


24 


19 


,71 


91 


5. 


9 


25 


17 


.36 


64 > 


5.4 


-2 


35 


-27 


-.5 


10 


23. 


18 


. 22 


77 


5. 


6 


23 


19 


.13 


82 


5.7 




91 


5 


* , 1 


11 


. 25 


i9 


.00 


82 


c 

J • 


/ 




20,52 




6,1 


1 


52 ^ 


14 


.4 


12 


22 


18, 95. 


82 


5. 


7 


18 


18 


.56 


82 


^ 5,7 




39 


0 


.0 


13 


?3 


20 


65 


96 


6 * 


]^ 


2 5 


18 


08 


11 


5. '6 


-2, 


57. 


-19 


-.5 


15 


' 19 


19 


47 ' 


8 2 


5 . 


7 


17 


18,00 


11 


5.6^ 


-1,47 


^5 


.-.1 


21» 


25 


18. 00 


> 

A77 


5 . 


€ 


24 


18 


92 


82 


5.7 




92 


5 


,1 


22 


25 


18 


08 ' 


77 


5. 


6 


16 


18 


06 


77 


*5,6 




02 




.0 


23 


25 


16 


60 


64 


' 5. 


4 


24 


21 


37 


96 


6.1 


4 


77 


32 


• .'7 


32 


27 


22, 


52 


* 

99 + 


6. 


5 


28 


22 


93 


99^"^ 'f/.5^ 




41 ' 


0 


















^ < — 
















% 


~ AVERAGE 


18. 


16 


77 • 


5. 


6 


4 


19,33 


82 


5.7 


1. 


17 




^1 




'^LOW 


12. 


60 


18 


4. 


6 




17. 


3*6 


64 


5.4 


-2. 


57 


-27 


^, 5 


RANGE j 






























1.6 




HIGH 


22, 


52 


99+ 


6, 


5 




22. 


93 


. 99 + 


-6.5 


5. 


56 . 


59 



*A grade equivalent of 5.2 should be used as a base for comparison. 



J 



^ . GRADED 5 

RAW SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKS, AND GrAdE EQUIVALENTS 



Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, t'orm 6 



Level 11 



Test'w-2! Keadmg Graphs alx3 frables 
Number of Items-26 



Pall, 1971 




1971-^'72 'Change 



School 




Raw 




%-ile 


Grade 




Raw 


%-ile 


j Grade 


Raw 


j%-ile 


Grade / 




N 


Score 




Rank 


Equiv . * 


N 


Score 


Rank 


Equiv » * 


Seore 


iRank 


Equiv» / 


I 


22 


• 12.50 




67 


5 . 4 


21 


12.86 


67 


5 . 4 


.36 


0 


—h- 

. 0 


2 


2 5 


1 2 . 1 2 




4 6 


5.1 


2 5 


13.52 


82 


5.7 


1 . 40 


36 


-'6 

/ 


3 


• 28 


13.07 




67 


5.4 


23 


14.30 


82 , 


5.7 , 


1.23 


1 5 


V 1 / 

■ / 


4 • 


25 


14.20 




82. 


5.7 


17 


15.35' 


1 

91 1 


5 . 9 


1.15 j 


9 




6 


23 


12. L3 




46 


5.1 


18 


15.28 


91 ' 


5 . 9 


3 15 


4 5 


. 8 


7 


21 


11.90 




46 


5.1 


26 


16.00 


95 


6 . 1 


4.10 


4 9 


r. 0 




?^ 


12.50 




67 


. 5.4 


23 


11.39 


26 


4 . 8 


-1.11 


-41 


" , 6 


9 


24 


14.33 




82 


* 5.7 


25 


12.12 


46 


5 . 1 


-2. 21 


- 36 


■" . 6 , 


























ro 


23 


14.61 




91 


5.9 


23 


^14 . 00 


8? 


5 . 7 


- . 61 ' 




- . 2 r 


11 


25 


'14.24 




32 


5.7 


23 


, 16.17 


95 




1.93 


13 


. 4 


12 


22 


11.91 




46 


5.1 


18 


13.11 


67 


5.4 


1.20 * 


2-1 


. 3 


13 


23 


15.57 




95 


6.1 ' 


25 


14.04 


82 


5.7 


-1.53 


-13 


-.4 • ^ 


* 15 


19 


13.79 




82 




17 


15.24 . 


• 91 


- 5.9 


1.45 


9 ' 


.2 


2r ' 


2S 


13. S4 




82 


5.7 ^ 


24 


15.21 


. 91 


5.9 - 


1.37 


9 


.2 


22 


25 


^ 12.88 




67 


5,4 


'l6 


13.81 


82* 


5.7 


.93 


15 


.3 


23 


25 


14.64 




91 


5,9 


24 


17.29' 


98" 


6.4 


2,65 


7 


. S 


32 


2^ 


16. 37 




95 


6.1 


28 


18»29 


95+ - 


6.6 


1.9'2 


4 


. 5 



AVGRAGE 



LOW 



13.56 82 
11.90 ' 46 
iHIGH 16.37 95^ 
*A grade equivalent of 5.2 



RANGER 




5.9 


1 .03 


. 9 


.2 


4.>8 


-2»21 




-.6 


6.6 


4.10 


49 ' 


1*0 



base for *compar ison. 
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GRADE 6 

RAW SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKS, AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS 
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6 Level 12 
Test W-li Map Reading 
Number <rf lteffls-46 



,Fall, 1971 



Fall, 1972 



1971--:^2 Change 



School 




Raw 


%-^le 


Grade 


n' 


RaiW 


%-ile 


Grade 


Raw 


%-ile 


Grade 


c 


N^ 

c 


Score 


Rank 


Equiv,* 


Score J 
7 


Rank 


Equiv^ 


Score 


Rank 


Equiv . 


1 


24 


18.87 


88 


6.9 


25 


1^.00 • 


88 


6,9 


.13 


0 


.0 


2 


24 


16.96 


. 67 


6.5 


24 


*a7.83 


IB 


6.7 


,87 


12 


".2 


























. 3 


18 


16.56 


67 


6.5 


30 


19.23 


88 


6.9 


2.67 


21 


.4 


4 


, 19^' 


16.05 


50 


'6.2 


23 


16 . 65 


67 


6.5 


.60 


17 * 


.3, 


6 


30 


15.70 


50 


6.2 


19 


16.58 


67 


6.5 


^ .88 


17 


. 3 


7 


19 


17.58 


79 


6.7 


23 


4 19.09 


88 


6.9 


1.51 


9 


.2 ' ■ 


8 


23 


17,43 


67 


6. 5 


22 


15,64 


50 


c o 
0 * I 




— i / 


— . J 


9 


18 


19.89 


93 


7.1 


23 


19.83 


93 


7,1 


-.06 


0 


'.0 


10 


24 


18.71 


88 


6.9 


25 


20.56 


96 


7,3 


1.85 


8 


.4 n 


- 11 


25 


19. 92 


93 


7.1 


22 


19.32 


88 


6.9 


-.60 , 




-.2 


12 


15 


' 2 0.40 


93 


7.1 


19 


21.42 


96 


7.3 


1.02 


3 


.2 


























13 


25 


18.92 


88 


6,9 


20 


18.05 


79 


6.7 


-.87 




-.2 


15 


15 


17. 00 


67 


6.5 


18 


22. H 


98 


7.5 


"5,11 


31 


1.0 


21 


24 


18.71 


88 


6.9 


23 


16. OQ 


^0 


6.2 


-2.71 


-38 


-.7 
























22 
























23 
























" *32 


23 


22,65 


99 + 


7,7 


29 


19.83 


93 


7.1 


-2.82 ; 




-.6 

V 




averacIe 


18.35 


79 


6.7 




18,74 


88 


6,9 


.39 


9 


.2 


( 


LOW 


15,70 


50 


6.2 




15.64 


50 


6; 2 


-2,82 


-38 


-.7 


RANGE ^ 


























HIGH 


22.65 


99+ 


7.7 




22.11 


. 98 


7.5 


5.11 


31 


l.o 



tNo data. 

^A grade equivalent of 6.2 should be used 



as a base for comparispn. 
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School- 



GRADE 6 

RAW SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKS^, AND, GRADE EOUIVAlilNTS 
Iowa Tests Basic Skills, Form 6 Level 12 
Test W-2I; Reading Graphs and Tables 

bunher of Items-28 " 



Fall, 1971 



Raw 

'Score 



%-ile Grade 
Rank Equiv 



Fall, 1972 



1,971-72 Change 



Raw 

Scpre 



, %-ile Grade 
Rank Equiv, 



IViw 



%-ile Grade 



Score Rank Equiv. 



1 
2 
3 
4 

6 
7 
8 

9 ^ 
10' 

n 
12. 

13 
15 
21 
22 
23 
32 



24 
24 

f 

30 
19 
23 
' 15 
24 
25 
15 
25 

24 • 



2 3 



1 5 ; 5^4 



15'. 42 

13.67' 

10.7,4 

12.30 

14 .74 

16.65 

14.56 

14.46 

17.04 

15.80 

12.80 

* 

12.20 
14.62 



17.30 



89 
77 

66 •« 

15 

27 

77 

95 

77 

66* 

' ^s 

89 
47 
27 
77 



95 



7.2 



. 9 
.-6 

! 

4 i 

i 

5 \ 



25 
24 

30 * 

23 

19 

23 

22 

23 

25 

22 

19 ■ 

20 

IS 

23 



29 



15.76^ 

12.79 

14.87 

14.83 , 

12.58 

17.35 

13.68 

15. 09 

16. 32 
16,82 
1.5. 53 
14.35 
16.89 
12.04 



17.00 



89 
, 4-7 
. 77 
77 
4"? 
95 
66 
77 
89 
95 
89 
66 
95 
27 



95 



6.9 
6,1 
6.6 
6.6 
6.1 
7.2 
' 6.4 
6.6 
6.9 
7.2 
6.9 
6.4 
7.2 
5.8 



7.2 



. 22 
h2.63 
1,20 
4,09 
.28 
2.61 
•2.97 
.53 
1.86 ' 
-.22 
-.27 
r. 55 
4.69 
2. 58 



-.30 



0 

-30 
11*' 

62 
^ - 20 . 
18 
-29 
-0 
i 23 
' 0 
0 
19 
68 

-50" 

i 

I 

0 



AVERAGE 

/low 

I HIGH 



*No«data.. 

♦A grade equivalent^ of 6.2 should be used as a bas« for comparison. 



.0- 
-.5 

. 2 
1.1 

.3 

-.8 

.'0 

. 5 

.0 

.0 

. 3 
1.4 
-.8 



14 


52 


11 


6. 6 




15. 06 


11 


6.6 


. 54 


0 


. 0 


10 


74 


15 


5. 5 




12. 04 ' 


27* 


5.8 


"-2.97 


-50 


-.8 


17, 




95 


m 




17.35 


95 


7.2 


4. 69 


68 


1.4 



1 i 



API3€flDIX M 



Comparative" Perfonnance on Standardized. Achievement Tests 
of Pupils in Schools.,w1th Typical Performance at or abave 
Grade Level Participating in the Reference Skills Subarea 
of Study SMlls Field Test, 1972-73 
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ERIC 



SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKS, AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS 
^ -Iowa -Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6 Level 9 ^ 
Test W-3: Knowledge an3 Use of Ref^ence Materials 
Number of Items - 42 , 

Spring, 1972 Spring^. 1973 ' . 1972-73 Change 



School 




Raw 
Score 


2-lle 
Rank 


Grade 
Equlv. 


N 


Raw 
Seore 


2-lle 
Rank 


Grade 
Equiv. 


, Raw 
^core 


2-ll€^ 

Rank 


Gxade 
Equlv. 


1 


.is. 


20.56 


43 


3.7 


25 


25.44 


83 


4.2 


4.88 


40 


.5 


2 


25\ 


20.24 


35 


3.6 


24 


27.29 


94 


4.5 


.7.05 


59 


.9 


3 


22 


23.95 


69 


' 4.0 


17 


19.29 


. 27 


3.5 


-4,66 


-42 


-.5 




23 


24.09 


69 


4.0 


23' 


23.70 


69 


4.0 


-'.39 


. 0 


.0 


6 ' 


18 


22.22 


51 


3.8 


18. 


23.50 


69 


4.0 


1.28 




.2' 


7 


24 


24.29 


69 


4.0 


25 


22.60 


60 


3.9 


-1.69 




. -.1 


8 


22 


22.50 


6Q 


3.9 


22 


19.95 


35 


3.6 


-2.55 


-25 


-.3 




24 


22150 


60 


3^9 


25 


25.56 


87^ 


4.3 


3.06 


27 


.4 


10 










. 24 


26.00 


87 


4.3 








11 
12 


23 
23 


25.52 
24.09 


87 
69 


4.3 

4. JO 


?5 
23 


28.88 
24.1^ 


97 
69 


4.7 ' 

'.-0, " 


3.36 
.08 


10 
0 


.4 
' '.0 * 


13 


24 


18.92 


K 

11 


3.5 


25 


19.44 


27 • ^ 


' 3.5 


.52 


0 


tO 


15 


19 


21.95 


51 


3.8 


22 


23.59 


69 . 


4'.0 


1.64 


18 


.2 


- 21 


24 


23'.^ 


5D 


3.9 • 


24 


26.33 


< 87 


' 4.3 


* 3.04 


•27 


^4 


22 


23 


21.09 


60 


3.9 


25 


19.12 


.27 


3.5 


-3.97 


-33 


-.4 


23 


23 


25.48 


83 ' 


* 

4.2 


24 ^ 


25.17 


83 


4.2 


* -.31 


0 


.0 


' 32 ' 


22 


30.82 


?9' 


( 

4.9 


25 


28.12 


96 


4.6 . 


-2.70 


-3 


-.3 


AVERAGE* ' 


23.34 


60 


3.9 




24.01 


69 


4.0 


.67 


9, 


* 

*.l 


RANGE [ 

L 


LOW 
HIGH 


18.92 
30.82 


11 
99 


' 3.5 

4.9 




19.12 
28.88 


, 27 
97 


3.5 
4.7 


-4.66 
7.05' 


-42 
' 59 . 


-.5 



A grade equivalent of 3.8 should be used as a ba^e for comparison 
tNo data • , ' ' ' 

*Based on number of entries above 
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GRADE 4 














1. ' 




RAW SCORE iS^S^ PERCENTILE RANKS > 


AND GRADE EQUIVALE^tS 










• 




I ova 


Tests of 


Basic Skills, 


Form 6 


Level 10 


< 














lest W-3: 


Knowledge and Use of Reference Materials 










9 






Nuxid>er of Items - 


- 52 












V 




Spring, 1972 




Spring, 1973 




1972 


-73 Change 




School 


\ 


Raw 


2-lle 
Rank 


Grade 
Equlv«^ 


N Rav 
Score 


2-ile 
Kank 


braae 

Equlv. 

f 


Raw 

Score 


2-lle' 
Rank 


Grade 
Equlv. 




1 


\ 

24 ^ 


24 . 67 




4.7 






^4.7 


,41 


Ov 


.0 




z' 


24 


22,67 




4.5' 




oD 


5.4 


8e51 


60 


.9 




3 


20 


26 . 00 


A7 


4.8 


9 /■ ' 9 C 19 


4U 


4.7 


-.88, 


-7 


-.1 




4 


25 


26.00 


« 

47 


4.8 


9A 9A 7"; 


D** 


5.0 


.75 


17 , 


. 2 




6 ^ 


18 


26 . 61 


64 


5.0 


9 9 9 7 /.^ 


c/. 
d4 


5.0 


-84 


0 


.0 




7 


21 


. D / 


64 


5.0 


9 ^ 9 7 1 


d4 


5.0 


* .49 


0 


r.O 




8 


24 


7S 7^ 

£.J • f J 


47 


4.8 


91 O Q /.I 

Zj Z0.4J 


72 


5.1 ' 


2.68 


25 


>3 




9 


22 






5.1 


z4 J1.U4 


86 


5. A 


3.45, 


14 


.3 




10 


25 


29.84 




5.3 


25 27.56 


72 


5.1 


-2.28 


ii 


^ 9 




11 


25 


28.48 


72 


5.1 


25 34.36 


97 


5.8 


5.88 


25 


.7 




12 


25 


'23.44 


26 


4.3 


25 29.68 


83 


5.3 


^6.24 


57. 


.8 




13 


23 


24.61 


40 ^^4.7 


23 27.65 


72 


5,1 


3.04 


32 


.4 




15 


19 


24.00 


34 


4.6 


21 27.00 


64 


D . U 


3.00 


30 


.4 




21 


22 - 


27.27 


' 64 


5.0 


25 ^ 25.60 


47 




-1.67 


-17 


-.2 




22 


23 


27.65 


72 


.5.1 


25 31.60 


^94 


J • D 


1 Q ^ 
J . 7 J 


22 


.5 ' 




. 23 


22 


29.59 


83 


"5.3 


25 31.52. 


94 


5.6 


1.93. 


11 


.3 * 




3i ' 


32 ' 


32.81 


96V 


5.7 


24 34.83' , 


98 


5.9 


2.02 


2 


.2 




AVEBAOC 




26.69 


64 


5.0 


28.94 


78 


5.2 


2.25" 


14 


.2 


• 


r LOW 
RANGE ( 

1 HIGH 


22.67 
32.81 


26 


4.5 
5.7 


25.08 
34'. 83 


40 
98 


4.7 
5.9 


-2.28 
8.51 


-17 
60 


-.2 

."9 




A grade .equivalent of 


4,8 should* be used as a base for comparis'qxi'-^ 

• ■ ■ ' r 

* » > 
















V 










• 




• 

• 


« 


• 




/ 


* 


V 




\ 




• 






ERLC 

























• / 

199 

GRADE 5 . ^ 

RAW .SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKS, AND GRADE EQUIVALENTS 
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6 Level 11 
Test Knowledge and Use of Reference Materials 

Number of Item^ - 56 « 



• Springy 1972 Spring, 1973 1972-73 Change 



School 


N 


Raw 

S core 


%-'lle 
Rank 


Grade 
Equlv . 


N 

f 


Raw 

Score 


%-lle 
Rank 


Grade 
Equlv. 


Raw 
S cor e 


'Z-lle 


Grade 
Eq^lv^. 


1 


21 


38.57 


93 


6.7 


23 


32 


96 


73 


6 


.2 


-5.61 


-20 


-.5 




21 


31.14 


60 


6.0 


24. 


30,75 


60 1 


6 


.0 


-.39 


0 


.0 


3 


30 


29.93 


53 


5.9 


24 


34 


33 


79 


6 


.3 


4.40 


26 


.4 


4 


21 


30.52 


60 


6.0 


24 


35 


29 


84 


6 


.4 


h,ll 


24 


,4 


6 
7 


21 


28.33 


40 


5.7 


23 
23 


31 
34 


52 
78 


67 
84 


6 
6 


.1 
.4 


3. 19 


27 


.4 


8 


22 


27.45 


35 


' .5.6 ' 


25 


31 


12 


60 ^ 


, 6 


.0 


3.67 


^ 25 


.4 


9 


21 


26.81 


35 


5.6 


24 


35 


92 


84 


6 


.4 


9 .11 


49 


.8 


10 


23, 


33.87 * 


79 


6.3 


25 


36 


56 


* 88 


6 


.5 


2.69 


9 


.2 


11 


22 ^ 


35.36 


84 


6.4 


24 


40, 


96 


97 


6 


.9 


5.60 


13 


.5 


12 


24 


31.00 


60 


6.0. 




28.62^ 


46 


5 


.8 


-2.3« , 


-14 


-.2 


13 


24 


29.04 


46 


5.8 


25 


27 


68 


40 


5 


.7 


-1.36 


-6 


-.1 


ft 

15 


f 

19 


37.05 


88 


6.5 


20 


29. 


00 


46 


5 


.8 


-8.05 


-42 


-.7 


. 21 


24 


26.58 


35 


5.6 


24 


32. 


29 


67 


6 


.1 


- 5.71 


32 


.5 


' 22 


24 


32.2^ 


67 


6.1 


25 


37. 


72 


91 


6 


.6 


5.43 


24 


.5 V 


23 


20 


32.95 


73 


6.2 


22 


43. 


77 


,99--^ 


7 


.X 


10.52 


26 


1.1 ' 


32 


25 


36.76 


88 


6.5 


30 


43. 


43 


99 


7 


.1 


6.67 


11 


.6 




AVERAGE* 




31.73 


67 


6.1 




34. 


51 




^ 6 


.4 


2.78 


* 17 


.3 


RANGE ( 

I 


LOW 
HIGH 


26.58 
38.57 


35 
^3 


5.6 
6.7 




27. 
43. 


68 
77 


40 
99^ 


5 
7 


.7 
.3 


-8.05 
10.82 


-42 ' 
49 . 


-.7 
1.1 


A grade equivalent of 5.8 should be used as 
tNo data 

*Based on^number of entries above 


a base 

; J 


for comparison 

• 








• 


1 


s 




o 


r 












* 

• 
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GRADE 6 • - 

RAW SCORE MEANS, PERCENTILE RANKS, AND GRADE EQUIVALEfJTS 
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Form 6 Level' 12 
Test W-3: Knowledge and* Use of Reference Materl'als 
Number of items - 59 

, Spring, 1972 ^ Springy 1973 



1972-73 Change 



School 


N 


Raw 

Score 


t-.il e 
Rank 


* Grade 
Equiv. 


N 


Raw 
Secure 


%-ile 
Rahk 


jGrade 
Equiv. 


Raw 
Store 


Z-ile 
Rank 


Grade 
Equii^. 


l' 


24 


38.00 


81 




23 


39,17 


84 


7.5 


1.17 


3 


.1 ' 


2 


25 


36.08 


68 


7.1 


25 


36.16 


68 


7.1 / 


.08 


.0 


.0 


3 


22 


33.09 


• 37 


6.6 


29 


37.14 


77 


7.3 


4.05 


40 


.7 


4* 


20 


'32.^5- 


37 


6.6 


20 


^ 34,65 


0 

62 


7.0' 


1.70 




.4 


6 


30' 


30.17 


20 


6.2 


22 


32.36 


32 


6.5 


2.19 


12 


.3 


7 





t 







— 1 


+ 

















8 


22 ' 


37.32 


77 


7.3 


24 


34.62 


62 


7.0 


-2.70 


-15 


-.3 


9 


23 


37.13 


- 77 


7.3 


21 


35.67 


68 


7.1 


-1.46 


-9 


-.2 


10 


24 


34.29 


49 


6.8 


24 ' 


36.04 


68 


7.1 


1.75 


19 


.3 


11 " 


20 


38.45 


^ 81 


7.4 


24 


37.79 


81 


. 7.4 


-.'66 


0 


.0 


12 


17 


37,53 


«1 


7.4 


21 


35.29 


62 


7.0 


-2.24 


-19 


f 

-.4 


13 


' 25 


34.92 


62 


7.b 


' 25 


32.^6 


32 


6.5 


-2.56 


-30 


-.5 


15 


IJ 


31.59 


32 


6.5^ - 


19^ 


39.89 


90 


7.7, 


8.30 


58 


1*2 


21 


24 


30.12 


20 


6.Z 


25 


36.44 


* 66 


^ 7.1 \ 


^32 


48 


.9 


22 • 


21 


33.14 


37 


^ 6.6 


24 


35^21 


62 


. 7.0' 


2.07 


25 


.4 


23 




t 








t 












32 


23 


33.04 




6.6 


23* 


39.87 


90 


. 7.7 


6.83 


53 


1.1 



AVERAGE 



RANCE 



34.52 - 


,62 


7 


0 


36.18 


68 


7 


1 


1 


66 


6 


. .1 


30.12 


20 


. 6 


2 


32.36 


32 


6 


5 


-2 


.70 * 


-30 


» -.5 


38.45 


. 81 


7 


4 


39.89 


« 

90 


7. 


7 


. a 


30 


58 


1.2 



A grade equivalent of 6.8 should be used as a base for comparison 
tNo data % 
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^ PROJECT50 CpSIS* , ' 

(Given that there are 100 students per level at each level) 



LEVEL A - deleted in commercial 

Student Materials 

1 pkg profile, cards (A-DX-^ , 

Teacher Materials ^ 

5 Teacher's Plamiin^ Guides 

1 Teacher's Resource File 

Totfal Materials 



Break-in Costs 
Field Test Commercial 



$ 5.00 
22.50 



27.50 



LEVEL B (Nonreader) - commercial Level A 

Student h^terlals $ 45.00 

3 pkg macliine scorab'le booklets 
1 set ditto masters** ' 
1 pkg Pupil Profile cards**' 



Teacher tiaterfals 
5 .Teacher's Planning Guides 
1 Teacher's Resource File A-G 
4 Test Administrator's Manuals . 

Machii^e Scoring 
Total Materials 
Total Materials and Scoring 

L?VEL B (Reader) - commercial Lev^l B 



25.50 



40.00 
70.50 
110 ,.50 



Student Materials 
3 pkg machine scorable booklets 
.1 set' ditto masters** 
"1. pkg Pupil Profile .cards** 

- Teacher Materials 
"5 Teacher's Planning Guides 
1 Teacher's Resource File-A^GT^^^ 
.'4 Test Administrator '9 Manuals 

Machiat Scarin g ^ , 

. Totai ^Mat^rta^is 

Total MateriMs and Scoring 



$ 69.00 



25.50 



^ 50.00 
94.50 
144.50 



$ 34; 50 
23.50 

■ '4a. (X) 

58.00 
i 98.00 

$ 5a. 50 
; 23.50 



50.00 
82 . 00 
132.00 



Minimal Continuing Costs 
• Field Test Commercial 



$ -^5.00 



r- ■ 



,5 $1. 10.70 $ 12.00 



$ 19.70 



$ 16.00 



V- 



*based on 1973-74 NCS price list 
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• ' #^ ^ 

Student Materials 
* 3 pkg machine scorable bojf^ets ' 

3 pkg color maps booldettr 

1 Pte notebooks 
'^l j?kg articles cards 

I $et ditto, masters** - 

1 ^kg- Pupil Prof life Cards** 

Teacher Materials 
5 Jeacher's Planning Guides 
. 1 Teacher's Resource File A-G 

2 Test ^dmihistratpr * s Manuals 

Mach6ie Scoring ^ ^ 
Total Materials 
- Total^terials and Scoring ^ 

LEVEL D ' ^ . ^ 

Student Materials 

3 pkS fiiach^e scorable booklets 
3 pkg color maps booklets 

V pkg facta caries . . ... ' „ 



Break-in Costs 
Field Test Commercial 



13S.75 100.25^ 



25.50 



85.00 
159.25 



23.50 



6^. 



00. 



123.75 



244 




155.25 



106.00 



1 set ditfTo masters** 

r-pkg Pupil Erofil^cards D-G** 

Teacher ^kterials 24*06 
5 Teacher ^s Planning Guides 

•1 Teacher *s Resouiffee File A-G > ^ » 

1 Test Admiaistratbr's Manual^ * ^ 

Machltfe Scoring ' 95.00 

Total Materials '179.25 

Total itoterials and Storing ^ 274.25 ^ 



LEVEL. E , . * 

• «- • 

Student Materials 13*2.75 

3jPkg reusable test booklets 

1 pkg machine scorable answer sheets 

1 set ditto masters** 

1 pkg Pupil Profile cards** ' 

Teacher -Materials ' 24.00 
5 Teacher *s Planning Guides 
1 Teacher's Resource Fil^ A-G 
1 T^st Administrator's Manual 

Machine Scoring 

Total Materials ' • 



21.25 



65. QO 
127.25 
192.25' 



lii. 00 



21.25' 



^'^ Sil Materials and Scoring 
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50.00 
156.*75^. 
206. 7S 



30.00 
-*4^163-.25 
' 193.25*" 



Minimal Contlnuiajg Cpsts , 
Fiel4 Test ^||eonmiercial 



34.70 



27.00 



« 



43.70 



41.00 



5.70 



4.00 



^ Jr 
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Break-in Costs 
♦'Field Test Commercial 



Minimal Continuing Costs 
Field Test Commercial . 



• V - , 

LEVEL F 








1 


Student Materials , ' ' S 125.00 

3 pkg; reusable test bboklets 

1 pkg machine scorable answer sheets 

.1 set d.itto masters** 

1' pkg Pupil Profile cards** . ' » 


* 122.50 
• 


4.70 

/ ■» . i_ '. 


4.00 

r ~* 


Teacher Materials 


24.00 


' 21.25 




I 


Machine Scoring i ■ 


50.00 


* 30.00 - 
143. 75^^^=' 






■ I^al Materials . ^ 


149.00 






Tofckl Materials and Scolring 


1^9.00 




\ 




• / * 

LEVEL G/T^' 

r* 




* 


• 




Stutient Materials 116.00 
^3 p)cg reusable test ^booklets 
1 pkg machine scorable aftswer sheets 
1 «et di'tto masters** , ^ * 
1 pkg Pupil. Profile cards** 


124.. 00 


4.70 


4.00 


ieacner w^terxais • \ 


"24.00 


21.25 


> 




Machine Scoring 


50.00 


30.00 ^ 






Total Materials 


140.00 


145.25 






' Total Materials and Scpring , ' 


190. 00^ 


/ 175:25 






"rOTALj COST 


$lr397.00 


1,1.48 .25 . 


129.00 


i02.00 


OVERALL PER PUPIL QOST 


$ 2.00 


1.64 


.18 


.15 



**Material needs for continuation will include at a minimum one set of ditto ' 
.masters yer level, one package of pupil profile » cards for entering kindergarteners 
and one package of pupil prof ile cards f.or, transfer students at the other levels. 




ERIC 



. 1 



* ■ APPENDIX 0 • . • 
Formative Evaluation: Reactions from the Field 
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General Reactions tp the Sturdy Skills Objectives 

1. The Study Skills Program is coirsidered too massive'witfe overly general 
skills (fespeciaily in Reference skills) and too many obvious or minor 
skills. • , ' ^ 

* v * *^ • 

2. The study skills vary considerably in difficulty; that is, for.^ome skills 
most chltldren in a group master tfie skill after one session .while^ other ' 
skill groups tequire 3-4 weeks. This makes scheduling as was done for 
Word Attack inefficient if not almost impossible. 

•* ' , " , . . 

3. Some study skills in a particular strand a't two levels can be mastered, 
simultaneously, - , < • t 

4. Teachers are unfamiliar with and perhaps' even uncommitted to the Study 
Skills objectives (unlike those in Word Attack, the Study Skills otjecr 
tives axe r[^t generally r known and accepted), 

'^-^ • ' " , 

5. At ledst one teacher Vecbmmeaded elim£aattdg the skills for which the only 
means of assessment was either a performance test or a- teacher observation. 

6. There stppears to be a substantive gap between Level ^VartiibLeyel B^kills. 
Kindergarten; and first grade teachers reported in the fl^it year o.f the • 

'field test that although students completed Level A tffey could not handle 
Level B. In the second year, when the Leve> B tests were split into fjhe 
non-reader and cne reader skills, teachers complained that the gap still 
existed. - - . • ' , ^ ^ . . . ^ 

7. One teacher commented that many Level A skills are motorTkills rather 
,Xhan study skills and suggested eliminating them. ^ 

8. One teacher said' that the Level A library Skills are too easy for her 
kindergarteners'. , 

9. Two, teachers, from both urban and non-urban schools, obseryed -that Levels 
E,' F, arfd G include, skills that are too sophisticated and unnecessary for 
the elementary school child. 

Reactions fo the Teacher's Planning Guide and Imptementation Procedures 



A, ^ntent 



* The Teacher's Planning Guide ^oep not incliiafe enou/h specific informa- 
tioni^ particularly practical examples, on how to integrate the Study 

* Sfkills program with content areas, both fn terms of objectives and of 
. scheduling. (To remedy this situation an addenda to the Teacher's 
^Planning Guid^as written for the 1972-73 field test. The addenda was 

only partially successful in* solving the problem.) - ^ 
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2. In some cases there was no implementation at kindergarten and grade 1. 
Most .schools maintained that they preferred to copcenlrate on Word 
Attack at those levels and that the first grade ciirripulum is too crowded 
to admit the Study Skills program. 1 



3. llany teachers expressed confusion al^out organizing for skiil instruction. 
Organization and, grouping procedures were often overlooked in the inser- 
vices. They suggested our providing more detailedj examples in ejcpanded 
inservice materials or that we provide a films trip [which would show a 
mod^l unit as it copes with common problems. 



4. Much confusion about procedures for integrating Study Skills with con-* 
tent areas was expressed. More specific suggestions were requested. 

5. A principal suggested that it may be a false ^sumption on the developer's 
part that the teachers themselves haVe mastered the Study Skills and that 
more provisions for teacher education should be made: 

^ 6.^ Many teachers expressed lack of familiarity with the local objectives 

foe- t fie content areas. Also, the objectives are seldom expressed behav- 
iorally in text books, especially social studies »ones. 

?. The textbocfk or "unit" yearly schedule is seen i^'relatively fixed, so 
I that students' skill need's at any one point in x^ime cfo not necessarily 

correlate-with tHe' skills needed for a content area. 

— ■ — llpppr ^r a dg st a ff p a rt i cularly domonotratod a lack of OKporlGnGc with — 

the mechanics o5 the Design, no t!; having used Word* Attack. In general 
they were less familiar with the concepts of cross-grade or even cross- 
cl^ss grouping. ' / ^ 

9. Upper grade teachers complained that they do not have arf^-mucft' aide assis- 
tance as primary teachers. ^ 

10. Teachers did not teach clusters of skills when they existed. 

B. Format alid Usability ' * ^ - 

1. One' teacher sugge4ted printing the. outline of objectives in the Teacher ^s 
tjlanning Guide, in such a way that the phrased and numbers matching those 
•for the skill as it appears on the skill card would be prominent. 

2. Another teacher complained that the numbering system is unnecessarily 
confusing and makesUt difficult to work with strands.* She suggested 
that the ;skill numbers made id^tical in the Teacher's Planning Guide,, 
on the strands cha¥t ,and on the profile card. If that is not feasible, 
she suggested that the numbers of Figures 3 ^ 4, and 5 in the Teacher's 
Planning Guide could be. changed to correspond to the numbers on the f)ro- 
flle cards rather ^han the outline of skills and objectives. 
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^ Reactions to tfie Teacher's Resource Files * . ' 

A. Content i • ^ 

r 1. A frequent complain was.^hat tlie insert^s in the Teacher's Resource File" 
are skimpy both in number ^and in substance. Specifically mentioned ' 
were: • . . 

B7 Single Column Tables • 

CI ^ Picture Symbols - . • 

CIO' Multicolumn Tables \ • . , . 

^ - Scale; whole units ^ 

D8 Circle graphs 

E3 Intermediate Directions • 

F19 Main Ideas, . . 

2. Another fairly frequent complaint was that insert activities do not 
build up to the test, or tliat they ar'^ not as difficult ,as the tests.- 
Specifically mentioned were: r 

D2 Color Key ; * 

X ^5 Scale; whole units . - . 

Level B and C skills generally 

3. At least four teachers suggested that the inserts should include or be 
set ^p as independent activities, including more questions for the stu- 
dents. They suggested using activities that involved tape cassettes, 

learning' stations, and listening centers. 



4. Altlyugh two teachers wanted more activities that make use of physical 
materials, another said she peirsonally i^ould not this kind bec^ge 
of the inconvenience involved in collecting the necfcfessary materials. 

5. Two teachers complained that the maps in keyed commercial texts are ^ 
often much- tod small to be useful, especially when ciuplicated. 

6. Several teachers said that fewer texts and mor^^trafy: books should be 
keyed to the skills because often only one or .two ^texts are adopted 

. ' city wide. 

7. One teac^^r felt too few mathematics texts were k0yed for bar graph 
skills. V . • j ^ 

8. Specific comment on Level B: One teacher expressed that there was paren- 
tal concern when the students could not read the Level B inserts. 

9. Specific comment on Level D: The attendance infot^ation that is called 
fcyr in activity 1 for skill #9 is not readily available according to ' 
one teacher. ' ^ 

lO.t Specific comment on Level E: Two teachers expresqsed that the table for 
skill #7 dealing with softball statistics was cort#idered unadaptable 
to girls because it relies on actual attendance ot participation in 
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a^game. It was sug-gested that in general similar activities for con- 
struction of. tables supply more sets of numbers to york with. 

11. -Error in Level F (Skill #2, Activity 8, Item 7):^ The inco^ito Mr..X 
just drowned in the Atlantic (34 North and 58 West). Perhaps 34 South 
and 58 West (Buenos Aires) Would b6 a more appropriate stopping; place 

I — " - ^ 

B.' Usability ^ 

» 1 

1. Some worksheets from which masters need to be made have an unevea disi 

. tribu'tion of ink and are even bare in spots. Specifically mentioned 
were worksheets for Level*B, Skill 3, Activities 4 and 10 and Level G/ 
Skill 2, Activity 1. ' * 

2»: In line'vittv coimnent #1, a teacher complained that the symbols the 

activity sheets for L^yel B, Skill 3 do not reproduce well and requested 
that simp].er symbols be -d-evised. • ' 

3. One teacher praised the sturdiness and convenience of the resource file 
folders, 

IV. Comments on the^Tests - 

A. ' General Reactions to Content and Format ^ ^ 

1 ■ " 

1. Scrnie teachers complained that the reading leve^^on the tests in general 
ia^too high, and that the directions are too complex. 
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2. Teachers complained that they could not assess MG&T skill mastery reli*- 
ably with just one form for bre^ak-ih, pretesting, and posttesting. 

3. The complaint was made that the tests are not well correlated with objec- * 
tives.. At' least two teachers (Leyels B & C) mentioned teaching for the 
test rather than for the objective. ' , • # 

4. Teachers suggested developing one placement test for all levels*to eliju- 
inate break-in testing confusion. 

5. According to some teachers, the recommended 'Tsreakrin" levels in th^ Teach- 
er's Planning Guide are inappropriate, especially for average and fast 
students . * ' ' ^ 

6. Test questions are sometimes ambiguous and tricky, especial^ for slow 
readers. 

7. One teacher questioned the^ assumption that a child who achieved a mastery 
rating on a test which he couldn't read and which the teachers r^aS aloud 
to him has really mastered the skill. This reservation is caused by 

the fact that the child cannot later readily apply the skill independently. 

8. Teachers said that the children enjoyed taking the map, graph and table 
tests ^ — ^ ^ / 

9. One teacher suggested that, a test, or ^recommendations for procedures to 
follow, shoulq be devised for **review** testing; that is, after*a year or 

^ i 



10. 



two's instruction, ^this test would be used 'to check on retention* 

.A cotjple teachers felt that the vocabulary used in test questions does 
not agree' with that -ysed in resource file activities/ 



11* Numerous complaints were received that the print (and ^ctures) is too 
small and pages too crowded which is difficulr to read and which xayses 
^ blurriness when duplicated. This problem is especially bad at Levels B-C 
and on tests where there are letters in circles. » 

12. Primary teachers felt that test pages should read left-right, left-right; 
not up-down, up-down, 

13. Some preference was expressed for having the directions for the Teacher 
Observations and the Performance Tests in the group test manual. 

14. Some upper level teachers said they wouia like "layovers" for hand-scoring 
the dittoed answer sheets. 

B. Levei A 

* 1. The directions say the tests are used to determine each child's initial 

need for instruction, implying they should be given to all children before 
any instruction. Some teachers feel this is too time-consuming. 

* 2* There was' almost 100% mastery of all Level A skii;.s at K: therefore, the 
tests did not reallv pi ace the students in ^ the program* 
1_ ■ ' 
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3. One teacher suggested an easy written tes-t^.it Uevel A to help bridge the 
gap between A and^B. Another was strorig'^y'^'opposed tp a test at Level A 
on the grounds that it would ^take time away from enrichment activities. 

4. TesHi^ Positions of Objects : A request was made to change the directions 
so that' when a child (and teacher) is moving rapidly from one task to the 
next, it's physically possible, e.g., steps 5 to 6. If the child tries — 
which is natural— to. put one hand below the ball while it is still in 
back of his»head, he will probably be unable to follow the direction. 
Regarding task 1, it would be better to say "between your legs ." Children 
appear to have problems with "between your feet." ' ' ^ 

5. Test 3, Measurement : distance : Numerous complaints' on v^gue directions 
for #1^, 2,3, and 4 were h^rd. For example, in Item #1, do you place the 
penny closer to the cup than ^ (you place the penny) to the nickel, or, do 
you place the penny closer to the cup than^you place the nickel? Are one 
or two coins moved? 

^ ' I • 

6. Test 4, Follows oral, directions : It is not made obvious enough that only 
one direction is- to be given at* a tifne. 

Level B . * • ' 

When K-1 students did successfully move on and complete non-reader Level 
B skills, they then reached a. stalemate at the reader Level B skills, 
especially in posttesting. Teachers complained that even when the child 

. . ^ 
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" could successfully work on activities for the skill, they then had to' 
' read almost every word of the test to the .student . 

2, Almost all teachers who administered the Level B nonreader 'twts w^e " 
unhappy with the format. The print size was qriticized above all» 

3. Mixed formats confused the children. For example, on Test 5 they readr 
1', 2, 3, 4 ^Vertically," while on Test 6 they had to track through the 
example A, C, D hoi*izontally. 

A. Test 1, Represehtation ; Some teachers wanted to know why thj test could 
not be given to groups of 4-6 students, * 

5* Test 2, Positions of objects : 'Children are confused by the up-down for- 
mat of the test. Teachers prefer the questions to go from left to right. 

6, Test 2, Sample and Item 1: Children have difficulty locating the circles 
belonging to the monke/s and the camels. Perhaps there should be fewer 
bars Qn the cage and the circles should be locate oti the monkeys. 

7. Test 2, Item 3: General complaints were related to the blurriness of the 
beetles on the dittos, 

8, Test 2, Item 4: Some feeling was expressed that 'Reside" could be diag- ^ 
onal objects also, ' 

9. Test 2, I^em 6: A teacher^omplained that the gjround line in front of 

the tent makes the tree app^«t behind- the 'tent , 

* J, 

lest z, item o: a numerous complaint was tnap- tne term "over'* coiifuses 
children. "Over^^can mean both above an,d in a course leading to the 
] other si^e of, across. The second definition is reinforced by activities 
(e.g,. Level A, Activity 5) in fhe resource file. A teacher suggested 
changing the word Vover" to "above", -Another solution would be to change 
the picture so that it can include the concept of going over,- 

11, Test 2, Items 10, 11:^ Some students are confused by the fish they see 
as "partly under" .(not to- the left anS hot under) the shell. 

^ • 

12, Test 2, Item 13: A numerous complaint ?^as that the art is too small and 
complex,. Especially on dittos, the faces and feet are blurred and it is 
difficult to tell vhich way the clowns are going, 

13, Test 3, Item 14:' A teacher questioned the position of the middle top 
tre6 which confUjSes^ the children, ^ 

V 

14.. Test 3, Picture Grid : Two teachers complained that format of the test is 
altogether too complex^for chil^en. The pictures are too small -and close 
tpgether and the use of many questions for the same grid confuses children. 
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15. Test 4, Measurement ; size ; The shading Is too light * according- to at 
least one teacher. 

16. Test 4, Item 12: Some teachers complained] abolit the art.. Two ribbons 
seem to be equally wide, a fact which mkde It very difficult for children 
to pick the correct answer. ^ 

17. Test 5, Measurement: distance . Item 7: Some children confuse the two 
types of stars and see the longest path as going ground the boat. 

18. Tests 6 and 7, P icture graphs and Single column tables : „ According to at 
least one teacher, students at this level are not accustomed to reading 
words written all In caps, as on these graphs. 

19. Test 8, Group oral directions : At least seven teachers found the direc- 
tions confusing, the letters hard to find, the print and pictures too 
small, and the page altogether too cluttered, 

20. ' Test 15, Sequence: pictures, Hords : Numerous complaints were heard 

regarding this test. The. directions were poorly worded. For example, 
the pi€i:ure shows an empty tuffet and not Miss Muffet being frightened 
..away, which is whaf thA children are asked to identify. The format is 
* also rather confusing. Children are really asrked to follow. two--step 

directions on this test, instead of concentrating on sequence. The choice 
of stories alsc#presented pr'oblems, in as much as the stories are commonly 
known, but uncommon versions are selected, i.e.. Red Riding Hood. To sum 
up, children who teachers felt' understand sequence could not handle the' 
t^at. • 7 ~ — — — — — — — 

21. Test 15: Additional complaints were that the format using two rows of 
answer circles per one row of pictures is confusing. These teachers 
would prefer a new row of pictures each time. y 
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item. 
D*^Lfevel C 



Test 16: Classifies ideas r The comment was made that this is a very 
difficult test and that the examiner should be able to tet>eat each entire 



A couple' ^of teachers complained that the reading level on these tests is 
too high and that some of the concepts tested are too difficult for Grade 
2 children. 

A teacher questions the choice of blue print for the Level C tests because 
df possible blue color blindness in children. 

Tests 1 and 2, Picture symbols and SemipictorUl symbols :^ The directions 
indicating that the^adminlstrator can read al( parts of the test are not 
obvious enough according to one teacher. 

Test 1, Item 12: The "stores" do not look like stores. Inner city chil- 
dren interpret them a3 a gas station, an office building or school, and a 
house with a picture window. The drawing should be changed. 
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5, Test 7, Measurement ; distance . Item 8: Kim can take different routes 
^ each ,one involvinTdif ferent numbers of stop lights.- A teacher suggested 
rephrasing the question by defining the route (as is done for Item #12). 

^^^^ 8» Picture graphs. Items «-13: The homonym ''Plains" confuses chil- 
dren. A teacher recommended changing the name of the airlines to "World." 

7. Test 8, Item 13: Four children have 10 (or moire) marbles. A teacher 
suggested changing the wording to ''Who has only 10 marbles?" Another 
suggested the word "exactly." ' . 

^- "^^^^ 5» Bar graphs . Item 6: Teachers questioned the wording for^this 

item: "Who jumped four feet?" Really, all of the Aildren did;.6nly Eve 
jumped exactly four* feet. 

9. Test 10, Multicolumn tableg ^^Item 2: Milwaukee children didn't under- 
stand the word "treats." A teacher suggested ^selecting another word. 

" 10. Test. 16, Takes notes : Seyeral teachers complained that this test is too 
frustrating and too difficult for Grade 2 children. The vocabulary was 
^ criticized aa too difficult for Milwaukee children. 

11. Test 16: The suggestion was ipade by at least two teachers that there 
should be 2-3 weeks before the second part of^'^the test. Even after six 
days students obviously.-relied on memory according to one teacher. 

1 2 . ^ Tefli_ 16: (h^ tearher f p1 f rh^t A<r-^n r intS<, oKmii- ^hAnh g± ^^ ^grd 
^ . to use with which answer sheet are not clear enough. 7 ' 



13. Test 18, Ideas: sequential order s Urban teachers felt that Item 8 where 
pupils are directed to ifiake a valentine was rather tricky since many 
chiXdren do not understand how to make a valentine in the way specified. 

Test 19, Judgments, conclusions : Urban teachers felt the directions were 
incomplete for the insect test. Children didn^t know what the three body 
parts were: many thought a tail was one of the three, especially in Item 
12. The test seemed. to be testing general knowledge more than the ability 
to make judgments. Also, the terms such as "short", "thick" and "pointed" 
are all relative. Mahy pupils marked 3 and 5, because compared to some 
of the others, the beaks are short, thick, and pointred. 

E. Xevel D 

1. Tests 1, 2, and 9, Nonpictorial symbols . Color key , and Multicolumn tables ; 
According to.^one teacher, the questions are too tricky for slower students. 

2. Test 2, Item ,15: A typographical error was made. The word should read 
"alippery." 

3. Test 2: Especially In the key for the Pet Shop, the greens ^d oranges 
were singled out as Tlard to distinguish. 

4. Test 2: The test does not seem to correlate well with the objective. The 
^ objective seems to imply that only one calor (in three shades) will be 
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that used rather than many colors. • 

5. Test 9, Ttems 13-15 t The conversion of quantities in the parenthese are 

too difficult according to one teacher. 

< • , - < . 

6. Test 14, Encyclopedia; See references : Ofiep teacher expressed the feeling 
that the references which include pareri^heses, for example, "Rome (Gq^ds & 
Goddesses),** are too hard for. her childr^^n. Perhaps more- exampXeg like 
this should be included in the activities}^ 

7. Tes^t 24, Selects relevant materials ; Some urban reading specialists felt 
.this test assumes a general knowledge which their children may not possess 

According to them It would be better to choose topics within the framework 
of reference'more geared to the pupil 's' experience • For instance, th^ 
topic Waterways puzzled njany who did not know what was meant by waterways 
(lakes, oceans, or water trails). Under* the topic Moving Westward in 
' Pioneer Times , Item 22, was a book. Makers of the Red Revolution . Some 
children asked if the Red referred to Indians. Certainly many pupild ' 
would think of Red as i>eing related to Indians rather than to Comniunists . 

8. Test 25, Checks facts ; • An error was noted. The facts card is identified 
as Test 2&\ but should be Test 25. 

Level E * ^ ' 

1. A teacher complained that all Level E tests are too*long, especially Part 
I^of Test 15 (Dictionary). 

-J , - - , ^ 

2. The urban teachers wondered if this really is supposed to be eventually 
used by fourth graders? It seemed quite difficult. ^ 

r 

3. Test 2, Earth's grid : ChlldreTi are confused when the two O's, e«peciaily 
for Item 9 are too close to one another. Also, letters on the broken - 
line, for example, "Tin,"* Item 9^ are confusing according to one teacher. 

4» Test 7, Multicolumn tables; One teacher mentioned that her students can 

, '*» 

not do the fractional math required for this te^t. 

^ . ' ** 

5. Test 11, Card catalog , Examj^ie Y; An error was noted. Choice E^ is inpor- 
rect. The correct ansWer is ^ . 

* " ' *^ 

Level R • 

1. A teacher felt that students needed 5-7 minutes more than was alloted for 
each test except for Test 19, Takes notes; main ideas . \ 

2. Test 5, Bar graphs , and Level G Tests 6 and 7, Bar graphs and Line graphs ; 
•the question for example B .gets misinterpreted^ 1970 is compared/' to it- 
self" across all graphs rather than to other dates 'each within the graph. 

r 

3. Test 2, Latitude - longitude : Two tochers felt that this is a poor test 
because the South Pole placement make^ items 23-25 unnecessarily hard. 
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One teacher ^is liked, the inacfe-up names because, according to her, they * 
.prevented students from referring to actual maps. *' ' 

4.' Test 8, Schedules; One teacher said that her students do not know the 
tera "mattinee." 

■ H. Level G • / , 

'^^^^ ^' I'ine graphs: Many teachers may not understand tjie objective. 
.There is spme .tendancy to think that, for example, in Items 11-18, you 
can say something specific about the years 1938, 1942, etc. This is 
apparently an instructional objective problem with assessment implications 

' • ■ . ■ : • ' 

V. ^ Comments on Format and Usability of the Profile Catds { 

1. At least six teacherX.complained that the McBee cards with print on both 
sides were inconvenient and confusing. They preferred having the back side ' 
blank for comments, drie school expressed a preference for the two-sided 
cards . .V - 

'\ , . ' . • 

2. Many teachets complained about the confusion involved in handling two cards 
•for Study Skills especially at , Level D'. One suggested color-coding the cards 

^ If . creating a single card proves unfeasible. ^ 

3. A covple of teach-ers said that the new lightweight paper that is (ised for 
the cards won't survive the number of< years a child is in elementary school. 



Four teachers requested extra unlabeled holes for teacher specified objel- 
tives and a double set af labeled holes for review .assessment of skills. 

5. It was o%erved that if schools follow recommendations and check growth 

. every semester or more often, there is not nearly enough room on the growth 
•chart. Ev^ if they check growth annually, there will not be, enough room. 

\ , ■ 

6. Space is needed for writing in hand-correctefl "break-in" results. Although . 
there are enough lines on the "label" for all group tests, there is not 
enough space for alL of Level D and E.if teachers wish to include teacher . 
observation skills 4n a "break-in", status report. 

7. ^ One teacher expressed the comment that since'^M, 0 & T groups ^are usually sep^ 

arate from R groups, there should be two capds to separate the sets of / 
subareas. ' ' ^ ^ 
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IV.' Summary Statistics: WTRSD' 
Study Skills, Reference Skills 
Field Test Edition 
Schools With Reading Achievement at or Above Grade Level 



Grade 1 
No Tests 
Grade 2 

Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Dey^elopment: Level B 

. Grade 3 

Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development: Level C 



ERIC 







( 






r 


Level 




No, of 


<RaW SroTe 

AX aw ^ w >^ 


Mean Z 








Items 


' Mean 


Corre^:t 


B 


5 


• 

Measurement: distance 


12 


11.08 


92.3 


B 


6 










B 


7 


• 

Single-column tables 


15 

Grade 4 


* 13.48 


89.9 


B 




Measurement: distance 


^ • 12 


11.34 


94.5 


G 




Measurement : distance 


15 


11.37 


75.8 


D 


5 


Scale: whole units 


13 


8.13 • 


62.5 


B 


3 


Picture grid 


12 


* 

11. 7t - 


« 

97.5* 


C 


4 


Street grid 


12 


10.01 


83.4 


D 


3 


Number: letter grid 


16 


12.90 


80^6 


B 


6 


• 

Picture graphs 


14 


• 

13.45 


96.1 


C 


8 


Picture graphs 


15 


10.74 


71.6 


D 


6 


Picture graphs 


15 


11.49 

• < 


76.6 
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Grade 5 

Wisconsin TdTsts of Reading Skill Development; Level D 

Lgvel * * Nq'. of Raw Score Mean Z ^ 

Items. rican 'Correct 



C 10 Multicolumn tables 


15 


13.40 


89.3 


D 9 Multicolumn tables 


15 


8.58 


57.2 


E 7 Multicolumn tables 


20 


11.88 


59.4 




Grade 6 






Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development 




M 


D 1 Nonpictorical symbols 


14 


12.36 


88.3 


E 1. Point & lin^ symbols 


,15 


11.92 • 


79.5 


F 1 Point, line, area symbols 


15 


9.06' 


60.4 


Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development 




« 


D 5 Scale: whole units 


13 


10.34 


73.8 


E 4 Scale: rnilt. whole units 


12 


7.61 


63.4 


F 4 Scale:^ fractional units 


16 


6.21 


38.8 


Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development 






D 7 Bar graphs' 

• 


15 


13.44 


89.6 


E 6 Bar graphs 


20 


16.05 


80.2 


P 5 par graphs 


18 


13.50 


75.0 
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Schools With Reading Achievement Below Grade Level 



Grade 1 

^ No tests 

Grade 2 

« * 

* Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development: Level B 



Grade 3 



No. of Raw Score Mean Z 

Items Mean. . Correct 



Picture grid 12 8,92 ' 74,3 

Bar graphs 12 7.95 66.2 

'Multlcolumn tables 15 8..15 54.3 



Level 

N-267 
B 3 
C 9 
C 10 

N-261 

B 5 Measurement: distance 

B 6 Picture graphs 

B 7 Single-column tables • 

Grade 4 

N-277 

B 6^- — ^Picture' graphs 
C 8 Picture graphs >r 
C 9 .Bar graphs 

N-'267 

B 5 Measurement: distance 

'C 2 Semipictorial symbols 

C 7* Measurement: distance 



12 9.^03 73.2 

lA ' , 10.77 76.8 
15 9.52 63.5 



4 

'V- 14 11.-97 TB5.5 

• 15 7.45 . 49.7 

12 ' 8.9 2 74 .3 



12 10.08 84.0 

14 8.83 63.1 

* 15 7.98 53.2 



ERIC 



t - ■ Grade 5 

Wisconsin Tfests of Reading Skill Development: Level C 



Level 

B 3 
C 4 
D 3^ 

'■ u 

l|«281 
■ D li 
* D 6 
a 8 



Picture grief 
Street grid/ 
Number-letter grid 



.Cardinal directions 
Picture graphs 
Circle graphs 



No. of 
Items 



12 
12 
15 



15 
15 
12 



I^aw Score 
Mean 



» 10.26 
7.46 
9.69 



8.. 81 
7.49 
6.8'5 



Mean % 
Correct 



85.5 
62.2 
'64.6 



58.7 
49.3 
57.1 



Grade 6 



N-247 '-. 

c lo; 

A 9 
E 7 

N=272 
C 2 
D 1 
-E 1 

N-248 
C 9 
D 7 
E 6 



Multi column tabl.'es 
Multicolumn tables 
Multicolumn tables 



Semipictorial symbols 
Nonpictorial symbols 
Point and line symbols 



Bar graphs 
Bar graphs 
Bdr graphs 



A' 



15 
15 
20 



14 
14 
15 



12 
15 
20 



11.15 
6v4l 
^•.40 



11. 00 
9.69. 
7.35 



9.84 
9.89 
10.00 



74,3 
42.7 
4.2.0 



78.5 
69.2 
49.0 



82.0 
65.9 
50.0 



'V. /Suonary Statistics and- Intercorrelatlons Among Scores: WTRSD 
Study Skills, Reference. Skills - 
Field Test Edition 
Schools 1^1 th Reading Achievement at or Above Grade Level 



Test #Ite»8 X XX S r ZMast 



• / 

Crade 1 

mtlng 1 "BIO ' 15 12.10 

N -^^473 \ B16 11.56 

.C19 . 12 9.96 

Grade 2 ' ' 

. Sitting -1 CI? * IB 14.05 

N c 443 C13 \> 10 5.96 

CIS ^ 10 • 7.84 

Grade 3 . 

'sitting 1 C12 * 18 15.66. 

N IS 466 D12 , ^18 15.58 

E9 14 9.26 

Sitting 2 D24 ?4 19.57 
N X 389 

Grade 4. 

Sitting DI3 16 12.82 

N = 476 . D22 12 ^.33 

^9.66 

Sitting 2 D25 , 14 / 8.75 
N s 394 

Grade 5 

Sitting 1 E23 - 12 8.0S 

N X 494 ,.E25 ,14 9.16 

7.81 

Sitting 2 E19 16^ 11.00 
N V 387. 

. Gra4]^* 6 

12.18 

N ^ 418 Fit) 16 • 10,92 

/ ' Cll ^ 16 ' 12.85 

Slating 2 ^4 18 10.92 

N s 399 ^^13 *20 14^98 

r C12 ^ 18*^ 13.22, 

'Sitting 3 F16 12 7.73 
N s 161 



Correlation ^Matrix 



DI3 


16 


D22 


12 


ElO 


16 


D25 


,14/ 






E23 


- 12 


>£25 




Fl4 


12 


E19 


16. 


^11 


lis 


Fit) 


16 • 













BlO^ 


B16 


B19 


81 


4.22 


.93 


'70 


BIO 








oy 


z . Zl 


. ol 


79 


B16 


.3X9 






83 


1.81 


.58 


63 


d9 


.121 . 


.438 







t 








C12 


C13 


x:i8 


78 


4.17 


.87 


60 


CI 2 








60 


2.54 


.71 






.mo 






78 


2.70 


'.87 


72 


C18 


.451 


.497 


— 












CI 2 


C13 


C18 


87 


2«81 


.J9 




C12* 








o/ 


2.82 


.79 


V 


D12 


.667 






66 


"^^4.30 


.90 




£9 


.508 


.512 





82 


3.77 


<81 


63 






















D22 


ElO' 




3.41, 


.84 


(Si 

oo 


013 








78 




.71 


60 


WOO 


.4 JO 






60 


, 3.8^ 


'.81 






. DoD 


.374 


T 


63 


^3.72': 


.83 


' 28 




















Lid, J 






67 


2.9S 


.7a 


40 


E23 1 ' 






65 


3. lot .74 


26 ' 


E25 


.606 






f 5 


3.15 


.81 


^ 39 


F14 


.556 


.571 




69 


3.26 


.75 


41 




















































Ell 


FIO 


Gil 


76 


3'.30^ 


.80 


54 


.Ell- 










3.71 


.82 


43 % 


FIO 


.572 






80 , 


3.12^^ 


.81 


' 66. V 


Gil 


.571 


.629. 














Er4 


F13 


G12 


61 


4.07 


.81 


23 










75 


2.95 » 


.76 


54 • 




.443 






73 


3.38 


.79 ■ 


39 


G12 • 


.518 


.664 




64 * 


3.23 


.81 


37. 
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Noth-Type l^ Schools With Reading Achievement at or Above Grade Level 





Test 


#Items' 


X 


Level B 








Grade 1 


8 


10 


9.77 


N sr 90 


.10 


15 


12.73 




11 


16 


14.66 




15 


16 


13.43 




16 


13 


12.03 




8 

f 

10 


8 

.059 


10 






11 


.266 


.353 




15 


.195 


.:334 




16 


.028 


•if" 


Lev€fl Q 






- ■ 


Qrade 2 


12 


18 


U.07 


' H = 98 , 


13* ' 
18 


10 
10 






19 


12 






16 


12 • 


8^S6 






12 - 


, 13 ' 


« 


12 










.070 " 


• 




18 


• 400 


-.443^ 






-.009 


.186 




16 


• 335 

h 


.491 


^Lcvel D 








^ Grade 3 


12 


18 


15.24 


' ; N = 119b 


13 


^16 . 


9.50 




14 


12 


8.66, 




15 


12 


-7.09 


fr' ' 


17 
22 


• > 12 
12 


,8.52 
^ 6.99 
18.19 




24 


24 




25 


14 


" '6.30 



xz 

97.-7 
84.9 
9i; 6 , 
83.9 
92.5 

11 



.308 



18 



.144 
.703 



84.7 
59.4 
72.2 
59.1 
71,0 
58.2 
75.8 
45.0 



.67 
3.57 
1.38 
2.17 
1.61 

15 



.SZ 

6.7 
23.8 

13.6 
12.4 

16 



R 

.55 

..91 
.49 
.64. 
.71 



88 
66 
81 
63 
78 



.309 



.391 



19 



16 



,.180 



2.83 
4.37 
3.21 
2.82 
2.85 
3.38 
3.95 
3.16 



15.7. 

27.3 

26.7 

23.5 

23.7 

28.2 

16;4 

?2.-6 



.77 
.86 
.85 
.72 
.79 
.83- 
.78 



MastZ 

97.8 
73.3 
90.0 
70. a- 
86.^ 















78.1 


4.37 


24,3 


.89 


63 


64.3 


47.1 


2.56 


25.6 


.•70, 


18 


18.4 


76.8 


2^56 


25.6 


. .82 ' 


* 65 


66.3' 


82.8 


r.44 


12.0, 
25.6 ■ 


, .36 


54 


55.1 


73.3 


3.07 


.83' 


53 


54.1 



84- 


70.6 


37 


31.1 


64 


53.8 


27 


. 22.7 


57 


47.9 


37 


31.1 


59 


49.6 


7 


5.9 



r 





Test 


#Items 


X 




Lev^l 














12 


• 


14 


** 


12 




- 






■^13 


.431 




* 












• 


14 


.293 


• 557 






15 . 


.323 


.540 


.366 




17 


.294 


.496 


.474 




22 


.319 


.602 


.535 




•24 


.478 


.539 


.566 




23 


• 

.337 


.466 


* - 

.446 


Level E 










Grade 4 


. 9 


14 


11.09 


'79.2 


N » 117 


10 


16 


9.75 


60.9 




11 


16 


9.56 


59.7 




* 12 , 


16 . 


7.25 


45.3 




14 


•18 


7.55 


41.9 




15 


14 


8.64 


61.7 






16 


8.98 


56.1 




23 


12 


5.74 


47.8 




25 


14 


6.55 


46.8 



9 10 11 



9 








10 


.611 














11 


.493 


.544 




12 


.483 


. .541 


.487 


14 


.281 


.?D2 


*412 


15 


.417 


.4*77 


.366 


19. 


.423 


,.522 ' 


.495 


23 


.335 


.449 


.344 


25 


.29? 


.399 


.277 
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s 


SZ 


% R 


Mast 




Mast 




• 

4 










15 


17 


22 


24 


25 
















.490 







• 






.621 


.500 











.502 


.377 


.631 





















.600 
■ 


".473 

- 


.616 


.473 


— 




3.04 


21.7 


.81 


• 

71 




60.7 


3.88 


54.2 


• :81 


33 




28.2 


3.58 


22.4 ' 


,76 


23 




19.6 


3.'52 


22.0 


.74 


. 13 




11.1 


3.56 


1;9.8 


.73 


7 




6.0 


3.13 




.73 


26 




22.2 


3.48 


21.^ 


.•74 


22 




18.8 




99 1 










2.82 


20'. 1 


.(53 


8 




6.8 


14 


15 


19 


23 


25 





•331 

.419 .341 . 

.512 .363 .489 

.504 .369 .525 .577 

.456 .332 .422 .537 .591 





Test 


litems 


X 




S 


SZ 


R 


. Hast 


Level F 


















Grade 5 


• 10 


16 


10.25 


64 .1 


3 59 


22 4 


7ft 
• /o 


17 


N ^ 111 


•11 & 15 


12 


10.27 


85.6 


2/46 


20.5 


.83 


82 




12 ' 


'20 


14 48 


72 4 


2 72 




• D / 


•HI 




14 


12 


8.39 


69.9 




23.1 


.76 


46 




16 




7 9A 


DU • J 




0/. o 


./D 






19 


12 


5.82 


4'8.5 


2.94 


24.5^ 


.74 


18 




10 


11 

• 


13 


14 




^19 . 


t 




• 10 









1 


1 








• 11 


.052 


• 










i 




13 


.306 


.242. 


— 








• 




14 


.359 


.263 


||359 






./ 






16 


..422 


.199 • 


.489 


.528 


• 








19 


.336 . 


.072 


.356 


.261 


*.508 









MastZ 

33.3 
73.9 
36.0 
41.4 
25.2 
16.2 



? 



\ 

7 • 
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